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CURRENT TOPICS. 


On Tvzspay, in the Court of Appeal, Lord Justice VavcHan 
Wuttt4ms took occasion to say that, as the Long Vacation was 
approaching, if there were any interlocutory appeals that were 
pressing, it would be well that they should be mentioned to the 
court. 





Ir wrt be seen from the report of the scrutineers, which we 
publish elsewhere, that all the retiring members of the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society have been re-elected, and that 
all the candidates nominated by the President and others have 
been elected. Mr. Harvey NN, who heads the ‘‘ oppo- 
sition’ candidates with 1,533 votes, is 540 votes behind the 
lowest vote for the elected candidates, while a year he was 
only 186 votes below the lowest on the poll of the elected 
members. The number of voting papers received this year was 
considerably in excess of last year’s number. 





Tue practice of taking commissions is so general, and is 
often so undiscriminatingly condemned, that any exposition of 
the true principle upon which such condemnation can be justly 
based is noteworthy and welcome. A vast amount of legiti- 
mate business is done on “commission agency” terms, and a 
man may often find himself in a position in which he is doubtful 
whether it is proper for him to take a commission or not. The 
key to every such problem is that clearly laid down once again by 
Bucx.ey, J., in Rowlands v. Chapman (ante, Rs 691), that if there 
exists an interest in conflict with the duty, then an agent has no 
right to make a profit out of the transaction. The case was in some 
respects a rather peculiar one. One of several co-purchasers, 
being an estate agent, oy pees for the purchase of a property 
on behalf of himself and his co-purchasers. He to buy 
at a certain price and took the usual commission, unknown to 
his co-purchasers. It was sought to rescind the contract on the 
a of the receipt by him of this commission. But, as the 
earned judge pointed out, his real interest as co-purchaser was 
to get the property as cheaply as possible ; in fact, his personal 
interest was identical with that of his co-purchasers, on whose 
behalf he was acting. In these circumstances the conflict of 
interests did not exist, and the commission was properly taken. 
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Tue question whether waiver clauses in prospectuses are 
fair or ‘‘ tricky,” so much discussed in Greenwood vy. Leather Shod 
Wheel Co, (1900, 1 Oh. 421), and recently arising again in the 
cases of Baty v. Keswick and Cackett v. Keswick (ante, pp. 671, 
672), has now, for practical purposes, become of little import- 
ance, since such “‘ waiver’’ clauses are made void in all future 
prospectuses by the Companies Act, 1900, s. 10 (5). The real 
interest of the cases of Baty v. Keswick and Cackett v. Keswick 


lies in the contrast which they afford between the position | go 


of a member of the public and of an underwriter when suing 
directors on a prospectus which is defective in some material 
particulars. The reasoning, too, upon which the distinction is 
drawn is important, because it seems to be equally applicable to 
& prospectus defective in the specific particulars now required by 
section 10 of the Companies Act, 1900, as to a prospectus issued 
before that Act. The distinction seems to be well explained by 
one phrase of Mr. Justice Farwett in Baty v. Keswick : “ The in- 
vestor wants a sound concern, the underwriter wants an attractive 
prospectus.” Therefore, in considering, in an action brought by 
an underwriter against directors, whether any particular 
omission is material to be known to the underwriter, this 
difference must be borne in mind. Perhaps Mr. Justice 
FarwELt is a little hard on underwriters as a class in regarding 
them simply as co-operating with the promoters. It must be 
remembered that if the subscriptions are insufficient the under- 
writers are bound to take up the shares. In Baty’s case the 
decision really turned on the fact that the underwriter had 
subscribed on the faith of an advance prospectus, which 
could not have referred to the omitted contract, because it 
was not in fact in existence at that time. The far-reaching 
— of the language used was not strictly necessary to the 
ecision. 





THE Pornt as to the incidence of estate duty payable in 
respect of a fund passing by virtue of the exercise by will of a 
general power of appointment, upon which there have been 
conflicting decisions by Kexewicu, J., in Re Treasure (48 W. R. 
696 ; 1900, 2 Ch. 648), and Bucxtezy, J., in Re Moore (49 W. R. 
378; 1901, 1 Ch. 691), has recently been before Byrvez, J., in 
Re Power (reported elsewhere), and he has decided, in agreement 
with Kzxrwicn, J., that the duty is payable out of the appointed 
fund, and not out of the general residuary estate. The question 
depends for its determination on whether the appointed property 
passes to the executor as such within the meaning of section 9 (1) 
of the Finance Act, 1894. It seems clear that property which 
passes to the executor as such is identical with property which 
passes to him virtute officit, and when this is seen, the matter, as 
we pointed out on a former occasion (ante, p. 420), is practically 
covered by ~ udgment of the Court of Exchequer in Platt v. 
Routh (6 M. & W., p.791). In that case it was held that a fund 
passing under a general power of appointment was not liable to 
probate duty under the law as it then stood, because it did not 
_ to the executor as such. Although, it was said, the testatrix 

“an absolute power of appointment over the property in 
question, yet it is clear that the ordinary never could, under any 
circumstances, have had any right whatever to interfere with it ; 
and it is also certain that, whether probate be granted or not, 
the executor gud executor can have no title to any part 
of the property.” This decision is not referred to in the 
judgments in either Re 7'reasure or Re Moore, and the divergence 
of opinion in those cases seems to have arisen out of a different 

ing of the principle established by Re Philbrick’s Trusts (13 
W. R. 570) and Re Hoskin’s Trusts (25 W. R. 779, 6 Oh. D. 281). 
Both of those were cases of an appointment by a married woman 
who had nominated executors, and it was held that her executors, 
and not the original trustees of the fund, were the persons who 
were entitled to administer it. 





In DEALING with these cases in Re Treasure (supra) Kexewiou, 
J., pointed out that the appointed fund went to the executors of 
the appointor, not as executors, but as the trustees whom she 
had designated as the persons to receive and administer it; and 
according to the judgment of James, L.J., in Re Hoskin’s Trusts 
(supra) the same principle applies whether the appointor is a 








tharried woman or any other person. And it is to be noticed 
that in Re Philbrick’s Trusts Romiuty, M.R., expressly 
recognized the effect of Platt v. Routh (supra) as shewing 
that the appointed fund would not have been within 
the jurisdiction of the ordinary. This, however, did not, he 
said, ‘“‘shew that the appointment of executors was not a 
nomination of trustees to administer the fund subject to the 
power.” Thus, as was held in Re Treasure, the fund does not 
to the executors as such, and must bear its own share of 
estate duty. In Re Moore, on the other hand, Buoxtey, J., 
maw in Re Philbrick’s Trusts and in Re Hoskin’s Trusts only 
the establishment of the principle that the executors of the will 
displaced the trustees of the fund for the purpose of adminis- 
tering it, and those cases, he held, decided nothing as to the. 
character in which the executors took the property. This, in 
his opinion, being the effect of the decisions, he was influenced 
mainly by the circumstance that the appointed fuad is, 
in case of need, available for payment of the debts of 
the appointor, and for this purpose it was a natural 
inference that the executor took the fund in his character of 
executor. In this difficulty it is satisfactory that in Re Power 
Byaryez, J., has gone back to the earlier case of Platt v. Routh, 
and has held, in accordance with that decision, that the appointed 
fund does not go to the executor as such, notwithstanding that 
in certain events it may become available for payment of debts. 
This earlier decision justifies the interpretation put upon Re 
Philbrick’s Trusts and Re Hoskin’s Trusts by Kexewicn, J., in 
Re Treasure, an interpretation which otherwise might not be 
perfectly clear. The result of Re Power supports our former 
comment that, as between Re Treasure and Re Moore the former 
decision was the safer one to follow. 





Mr. Justice Barnes has delivered so many judgments 
characterized as well by accuracy of research as soundness and 
clearness of reasoning that he may confidently be expected to 
survive the unhappy fate which his decision in the Cowley case— 
Cowley v. Cowley (48 W. R. 463 ; 1900, P. 118)—has met with in 
the House of Lords. The lady who continues to use the title of 
Countess Cowixy, and who was a daughter of the Marquis 
of ABERGAVENNY, married Earl Cowxey, then Viscount Danaan, 
in 1889. In 1895 her husband succeeded to the earldom on the 
death of his father, but in 1897 she obtained a divorce. There 
had been onechild—a boy. Lady Cowxzy subsequently married 
a commoner, Mr. Roserr Bippurn, and it is clear that 
by this step she forfeited the privilege of peerage which 
had been conferred upon her by her former marriage, and which 
was not interrupted by the divorce. Nevertheless she continued 
to use the title of Countess CowLEy, apparently for the purpose 
of emphasizing her relationship to the heir to the title, her son. 
In this state of things Earl CowLzy sought to obtain an injunc- 
tion against his former wife. That a man has no exclusive right 
in any particular name, so as to entitle him to prevent the 
assumption of the name by a stranger, was admitted by Barnus, 
J., and is indeed distinctly laid down by the Privy Council in 
Du Boulay v. Du Boulay (17 W. BR. 594, L. R. 2 P. C. 430). 
But the learned judge, in reliance on Lord Coke (Co. Litt. 16)), 
drew a distinction between a mere name and a title of honour, and 
classed the latter as an incorporeal hereditament. For another 
person to use a peer’s title was a disturbance of this right, anda dis- 
turbance against which an injunction should be granted. The 
Court of Appeal (49 W. R. 19), however, failed to fiad in the 
lady’s conduct any legal wrong to Earl Cowxzy, and the House 
of Lords has been still more summary in disposing of Mr. Justice 
Barnes's judgment. No court of law, says the Lord Chancellor, 
has any jurisdiction to determine a question of dignity, and the 
matter is one which can only be raised before the Committee of 
Privileges ; and he expressed surprise that Mr. Justice Barnes 
should never have considered that he was inventing a new juris- 
diction. Apart from this, it was pointed out—-particularly by 
Lord Luvptzy—that damage is an essential element in aa action 
for disturbance of an incorporeal hereditament, and that in the 
present case no damage was shewn. Altogether the case is 4 
warning to the judicial mind not to entertain too readily the 
granting of remedies in new cases. It is not given to every 
judge to combine boldness with success as Mr. Justice Fanwztl 
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did in the trade union case. On the present occasion the Court 
of Appeal were happily on the right side. 





A quzstion of great importance to bodies which supply water, 
and to many individuals who use it, was rai his week in a 
court of petty sessions at Great Yarmouth. Under the provisions 
of section 35 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, those who 
undertake to supply a district with water are bound to “ provide 
and keep in the pipes to be laid down by them a supply of pure 
and wholesome water sufficient for the domestic use of all the 
inhabitants ” of that district. For this supply water companies 
as a rule may charge each consumer a rate which is not to exceed 
a certain percentage on the annual value of the house. They 
are not, however, bound, except by agreement, to supply water 
for purposes other than for “ domestic use.” These words have 
been defined in a negative manner by section 12 of the Water- 
works Clauses Act, 1863, which provides that “a supply of 
water for domestic purposes shall not include a supply .. . 
for any trade, manufacture, or business.’”” Now one of the most 
flourishing businesses at Yarmouth seems tobe the keeping of 
boarding houses ; and no doubt a boarding house consumes a con- 


siderable quantity of water. Up to the present time, however, the. 


water authority has supplied these houses with water at the 
ordinary rate as for domestic use. Buta change has recently come 
over their point of view, and now they say that the keeping of a 
boarding-house is carrying on a business, and that they are not 
bound to supply water for the purpose of carrying on such 
business. They claim, further, to supply such houses by measure. 
If the water authority can establish a right to supply these 
houses by meter, the boarding-house keepers will be consider- 
ably out of pocket, and clearly the water authority will be by 
just so much the gainers. The question, therefore, raised was 
whether water supplied to boarding-houses is for domestic use 
or for a business. The magistrates have decided in favour of 
the water authority ; but as the question is one of such import- 
ance, they consented to state a case for the opinion of the High 
Court. It seems probable, however, that the magistrates may 
be right. If a person makes a living by keeping a 
boarding-house, he must surely be carrying on a_busi- 
ness. And as every boarder must use water, the suppl 

of water is for the purpose of a business. No one vill 
argue that hotel keeping is not a business. If so, keeping 
a boarding-house is exactly the same class of business, 
differing usually only in magnitude, but not always in that, and 
in details which do not affect the present question. If the High 
Court upholds the magistrates of Great Yarmouth, we may 
expect the rate authorities of other seaside places to soon follow 
the example set them; though whether it will be good policy so 
to do may well be open to question. 





We print elsewhere a further interesting letter from 
our former correspondent referring to our recent article (ante, 
p. 636) on the subject of a purchase and contemporaneous 
mortgage of land in a district in which registration of 
title is compulsory under the Land Transfer Acts. Our 
correspondent sets out in some detail the course which such a 
transaction ought to take down to the deposit of documents at 
the Land Registry ; and as to this we would only suggest to 
him the desirability (notwithstanding any advice to the 
contrary tendered at the Land Registry) of obtaining 
the mortgagor’s consent to the land certificate (in addition 
to the charge certificate) being furnished to the mortgagee’s 
solicitor. U less the mortgagee obtains the former contificate 
as well as the latter, the mortgage off the register, which our 
correspondent rightly contemplates as part of the security, may 
at any time become worthless; for, should the mortgagor 
transfer the land, the registered transferee would uire an 
estate in fee simple (or the possession of the land for all the 
leasehold estate), subject, it is true, to the registered-charge, but 
superseding, apparently, the conveyance contained in the 
mortgage—i.¢., of course, on the assumption that the mo 
is held to be subsequent in date to the registration of the 
mortgagor as first proprietor. Our correspondent then proceeds 
“In due course the mortgagee’s solicitor will receive the lease, 
assignment, and charge certificate from the registry.” 
But does not this beg the question discussed in our 





article, which was ‘ Will the 
course receive . . .?"—4t.¢., as we e it, inevitably and 
within a reasonably short time? In- our article we gave our 
reasons for thinking that he could not be certain that he would. 
We are not impressed with our ent’s difficulty as to 
the relative dates of registration and execution of the m 
off the register, so far as they relate to the effect of the security 
if and when completed by registration. If the 
— recitals cen ——— to which see coe v. 
mithson, 1893, 1 Ch. 1) t the mortgagor is estop from 
denying that the legal estate by the conveyance therein 
contained and he subsequently acquires the legal 
estate so acquired would ‘‘ feed the pel”: see Co. Litt. 475; 
Rawlyn’s case (4 Oo. Rep. 419). But this assumes that the 
——— : completed path course, so that eg te mortgagor 
acquires the estate, again appears to @ question 
discussed in renin ” 


’s solicitor in due 





OvUR CORRESPONDENT to discuss “‘ the possibility, 
alleged in the article, of the application for registration being 
wit wn by the purchaser... ,” but we venture to point out 
that our article nowhere contained any such allegation or any sug- 
gestion of the kind. The passage presumably referred to runs, 
“An effort was made on a recent occasion to obtain from the 
registrar an assurance that when once the purchaser’s applica- 
tion for registration and the instrument of charge had been 
lodged at the registry, registration would proceed, notwithstanding 
any notice from the purchaser ¢o the contrary, or action by him to 
restrain completion of the registration.” The words italicized 
clearly negative any s tion of the purchaser’s right to with- 
draw the application. The fact of an application lying at the 
registry is clearly insufficient for the purposes of a mortgagee’s 
security, unless he can be certain that it must be ed with, 
as of course, without further action on his part. the suggested 
danger is a fanciful one, why was not the assurance (which was 
denied in writing) forthcoming? We are aware that the Land 
Registry officials entertain the view that entry of an application in 
* the list of pending applications to enter land on the register” (see 
rule 13) is “ virtually ” registration. We think, however, that it 
is sufficient answer to put the words italicized side by side. If 
further comment is required, it seems to us to be furnished by 
the fact that the above-mentioned assurance was not forthcoming. 
Finally, our correspondent say, ‘‘ Rule 251 is general; rule 19 
i ial as to possessory registrations and, I submit, ousts the 
This appears to us to be the same thing as 


is 
former.” aes 
rule 251 is not general, but ial as to absolute titles only. 


The words of the rule are perfectly general. ‘‘ In case of death 


: pending an application for registration . ,” and 
we see no reason for introducing, as our correspondent seems to 
suggest, the qualification “ with an absolute title.” In an earlier 
part of his letter our ndent seems to complain that in 
our article we suggested no way out of the difficulty. We can 
only take leave to refer him to the Land Registry, the existence 
of which has created the difficulty, frankly confessing our total 
inability to render assistance. 





In THE casE Of Whitbeourne vy. Williams, on the 24th ult., the 
Court of Appeal had to consider several authorities as to the 
character and extent of the service ——— ag re an action 
for seduction by the parent of the girl seduced. The foundation 
of the action is, as Trnpat, O.J., stated in Grinnell v. Welle 
(7 Man. & Gr, at. p. 1041), not the seduction itself, but the loss 
of service of the daughter, in which service the parent is supposed 
to have a legal right or interest. It is not uncommonly 
supposed that this right of service is a mere legal fiction which 
will be presumed in all cases. But the authorities shew that 
this is not so. The loss of service must be alleged in the 
declaration or statement of claim, and the omission of this 
allegation was held fatal in Grinnell v. Wells and earlier cases. 
Moreover, cases as early as Russell v. Corne (2 Lord Raym. 1031), 
shew that the allegation must be supported by evidence that 
service was actually being rendered at the period when the 
wrongful acts of the defendant took The amount of 
service which it is necessary to prove has been the subject of 
several decisions which are, when examined, not inconsistent 
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with each other. Thus in Rist v. Faux (4 B. & S&S. 
409) the daughter worked as an agricultural labourer 
for the defendant during the ordinary working hours of 
the day, but passed the evenings and the nights at 
home, where she performed domestic duties; Poxzock, O.B., 
and five other judges held that there was sufficient evidence 
that she was in the service of her father, the plaintiff. In Davies 
v. Williams (10 Q. B. 725) the seduction took place when the 
daughter was at service altogether away from home, and it was 
held that the action was not maintainable. In Thompson v. 
Ross (29 L. J. Ex. 1) the facts were similar, except that the girl 
employed some of her spare time while under her master’s roof 
in doing needlework for her mother, who was a shirtmaker ; 
here also the action would not lie, the work done for the mother 
not being an act of service, but an act gratuitously performed 
by the permission of her real master. Whitbourne v. Williams 
was @ similar case; the girl was in the regular service of the 
defendant, but on the day in the week on which she was allowed 
to leave his premises she was in the habit of visiting her parents 
and assisting them in domestic matters. The Court of Appeal 
(affirming Dar.ine, J.) held that this was not evidence of her 
being in her parents’ service, and that the action could not be 
sustained. This decision is entirely in accordance with the 
earlier authorities. 








MARITIME LIEN. 


An important judgment dealing with the subject of maritime 
lien was delivered by Bannezs, J.. on Monday, in Zhe Voritas 
(reported elsewhere). In the law of mortgages and charges 
maritime lien occupies a position of its own. It differs from a 
common law lien—such as that which a shipwright has upon the 
ship in his possession for repairs—in that it does not depend 
upon possession ; and it differs from equitable liens in that it 
revails over the rights of a bond fide purchaser without notice. 

hese characteristics have sometimes been thought to depend 
upon the method of its enforcement. It is enforced by an 
action in rem, and hence it is easy to say that a lien follows the 
res into whatever hands it comes. This opinion was expressed, 
indeed, by Sir Joun Jervis in delivering the judgment of the 
Privy Council in the leading case of The Bold Buceleugh (7 Moo. 
P. C. C., p. 284), where he spoke of the proceeding in rem as 
necessarily implying a maritime lien. “A maritime lien,” he 
said, ‘‘is the foundation of the proceeding in rem, a process to 
make perfect a right inchoate from the moment the lien 
attaches ; and whilst it must be admitted that where such a lien 
exists a proceeding tz rem may be had, it will be found equally 
true that in all cases where a proceeding in rem is the proper 
course there a maritime lien exists.” 

The case of Zhe Bold Buccleugh settled that a maritime lien 
exists to secure compensation for damage done by one ship to 
another by collision, and this lien was of course enforceable by 
an action in rem. It was therefore unnecessary to determine the 
converse question whether the right to proceed against the 
res necessarily involved a maritime lien. Even at that time 
the theory of the coincidence of the action in vem and the lien 
was not true, for though the action in rem was formerly more 
restricted in its scope, and may have been usually confined to 
collision, salvage, bottomry bonds, and wages, yet claims for 
towage, which could be enforced in rem, were never supported 
by lien. But the extension of admiralty jurisdiction by the 
Admiralty Court Acts of 1840 (3 & 4 Vict. c. 65) and 
1861 (24 Vict. c. 10) brought the question into prominence, and 
made it necessary to decide on the correctness of Sir Jonn 
Jervis’s obiter dictum. By the former Act the existing juris- 
diction in cases of salvage and damage at sea was extended to 
cases where the ship was within the body of a county, and an 
entirely new admiralty jurisdiction was given in cases of claims 
for necessaries supplied to foreign ships; and by the latter Act 
similar jurisdiction was given ia respect of necessaries supplied 
to a ship elsewhere than in the ship’s own port, unless at 
the institution of the cause any owner or part-owner was 
domiciled in England or Wales. The Act of 1840 did not 
— how the jurisdiction under it was to be exercised, but 
that of 1861 expressly provided that proceedings under it 


might be either in rem or in personam. It would seem, however, 











that the mere conferring of jurisdiction on the Admiralty Court 
involves the right to proceed in rem, and if a proceeding in rem 


brought with it as a necessary consequence a maritime lien, it is 


obvious that the scope of this lien had been considerably extended _ 


by the statutes. 

Whether this was a correct inference was for some time a 
matter of doubt, and conflicting decisions were given. It was 
generally admitted that the mere extension of the jurisdiction in 
collision and salvage to in-shore cases did not alter the nature of 
the rights arising out of these matters, and hence there was a 
maritime lien for the amount awarded in respect of the damage 
or salvage wherever the ship was situated. The real cont roversy 
arose over claims for necessaries. In foreign states, whose 
systems of jurisprudence are based on the civil law, a maritime 
lien for necessaries is usually admitted, but this has not been 
countenanced by English law : see judgment of Lord Warson in 
The Henrich Bjorn (11 App. Cas. 270, at p. 279). In The Ella A, 
Clarke (Br. & Lush. 32) it was held by Dr. Lusutneron that 
this rule had been altered with respect to claims for necessaries 
falling within the Act of 1840, and that such claims were 
supported by a maritime lien. On the other hand, in Zhe Two 
Ellens (L. R. 4 P. C. 161) a different result was arrived at in 
regard to claims for necessaries under the Act of 1861, and 
they were refused the security of a maritime lien. The maia 
reason was that the jurisdiction under the Act depended on the 
domicile of the owners at the institution of the suit, whereas 
maritime lien, if it attaches at all, must attach at the time of the 
event out of which it arises; in a claim for necessaries, that is, 
it must arise upon the supply of the necessaries. And this case 
was followed by the Privy Council in Zhe Pieve Superiore (L. R, 
& P. O. 482). 

This divergence in the construction of the Acts of 1840 and 
1861 was terminated by the decision of the House of Lords 
in The Henrich Bjorn (supra), and it was held that under 
the earlier Act, just as under the later, the fact that 
admiralty jurisdiction was created in respect of necessaries 
in certain cases did not in those cases give the claimants 
a maritime lien. This decision, accordingly, finally disposed 
of the theory advanced in Zhe Bold Buccleugh (supra) that an 
action iz rem carried with it a maritime lien, and such liens are 
restricted to the established cases of damage, salvage, bottomry, 
and seamen’s wages, and to the lien given to the master for his 
wages and disbursements by section 167 of the Merchant Ship- 
ping Act, 1894. Possibly also they extend to claims for pilotage, 
though not to towage: Westrup v. Great Yarmouth Steam Carry- 
ing Co. (48 Ch. D. 241). The difference between a bare pro- 
ceeding «» rem and such a proceeding supported by a maritime 
lien was stated by Lord Watson in Zhe Henrich Bjorn: “The 
position of a creditor who has a proper maritime lien differs 
from that of a creditor in an unsecured claim in this respect— 
that the former, unless he has forfeited the right by his own 
laches, can proceed against the ship notwithstanding any change 
in her ownership, whereas the latter cannot have an action 4 
rem unless at the time of its institution the res is the property of 
the debtor.” 

A singular series of accidents led to the various claims to 
maritime lien which were adjudicated upon in Zhe Veritas (supra), 
and in the result the real question was as to the order in which 
the claims were to rank. Ia October of last year the Veritas, a 
Norwegian steamship, laden with a cargo of ice for Liverpool, 
was in distress outside the Mersey, and by the help of the steam- 
ship Caledonian she was brought into the Mersey and anchored. 
The services of the tug Prairie Cock were then engaged, but while 
the tug was being made fast to the Veritas a collision occurred 
between the Veritas and the steamship Devonian. The Veritas 
began to fill, but by the assistance of the tugs Prairie Cock and Sea 
Cock she was put into what was supposed to.be a place of safety 
alongside the dock wall. From here, however, she drifted against 
the landing-stage and damaged it, and finally sank. The Mersey 
Docks and Harbour Board, acting under their statutory powers, 
removed the wreck, and ultimately it was sold and a sum of 
£927 was paid into court to answer the various claims in rem. 
These were adjudicated upon in successive actions, and the 
claim of the docks board for damages was assessed at £600, 
that of the Caledonian for salvage at £400, and those of 
the Prairie Cock and Sea Cock, also for salvage, at £320, The 
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judgments for these amounts all reserved the question of 
priorities, and, having regard to the fund in court, this question 
had to be determined. 

As already stated, it is settled law that a maritime lien exists 
for damage done by collision between one vessel and another, 
and the rule on the subject has recently been recognized by the 
House of Lords in Currie v. UM’ Knight (1897, A. 0.97). And 
in the case of The Zeta (1893, A. C. 468) it was held that the 
admiralty jurisdiction extends to cases of collision between a 
ship and a fixed object, as well as to collision between two 
ships. ‘‘It is impossible,” said Lord Herscuet, C., in that 
case, ‘‘to maintain the proposition that the word ‘damage’ 
was, according to the well-understood meaning of the phrase 
in the Admiralty Court, confined to damage due to ccllision 
between two ships.” Hence in the present case Barnzs, J., 
had little difficulty in holding that the docks board were 
entitled to a lien for damages. That the salvors were also 
entitled to liens was not disputed. Moreover, it appears to be 
clear that as between the first and second sets of salvors, those 
who were later in point of time—the Prairie Cock and the Sea Cock 
—were entitled to rank first. Liens in the nature of benefits for 
rewards confer rank in the inverse order of their attachment 
upon the res: The Hope (1 Asp., p. 566). ‘It is almost obvious,” 
said Barnes, J., in the present case, ‘‘that liens arising ex contractu 
or quasi ex contractu must in general rank against the fund in 
the inverse order of their attachment on the res. They are liens 
in respect of claims for services rendered, and it is reasonable 
that services which operate for the protection of prior interests 
should be privileged above those interests.” Hence the claim 
of the Caledonian was postponed to that of the Prairie Cock and 
Sea Cock, because the Caledonian shared in the later benefit 
conferred on the common subject of the liens. 

With regard to the claim for damages by collision different 
considerations arose. That was a claim arising ex delicto, and it 
had to be determined whether persons having interests arising 
ex contractu prior in date to the tort were to bear the conse- 
quences of the tort just as they would pay for the advantage of 
subsequent benefits, or whether the lien for damages must 
follow the ordinary rule of liens and take its rank in order of 
time. As between various claims arising ¢x delicto this ordinary 
tule is followed, and the claim first in date is first paid. But as 
between such claims and liens arising strictly out of contract the 
question has already been settled in favour of the later claim 
of the person entitled to damages by The Aline (1 W. Rob. 111.), 
where it was held that the claim of a bottomry bondholder 
was to be postponed to a claim for damages suffered 
at a date subsequent to the bond. A person advancing money 
or rendering services exercises his own discretion as to whether 
he will assist the ship; but an injured party has no such option. 
Hence persons of the former class are considered as throwing in 
their lot with the ship, and if the ship subsequently gets into 
trouble and is condemned in damages, it is the damages which 
must first be satisfied. 

In the present case it was sought to confine this rule to cases 
of liens arising strictly ex contractu, and to exclude from it 
cases of salvage. Such cases, it was said, were upon grounds of 
public policy entitled to special consideration, and claims for 
salvage ought to rank in front of claims for subsequent damage. 
The point does not seem to have been hitherto the subject 
of adjudication, but Barns, J., refused to relax the rule 
in the way suggested. Salvage services may be and doubtless 
are rendered iargely from motives of humanity, but they are 
also rendered expectation of reward, and this reward is 
reckoned by shipowners as a possible source of profit. They 
have, as Bannzs, J., pointed out, the right to proceed against 
the res to obtain payment of the reward given for services ren- 
dered, and in deciding whether to render these services they are 
Ma position to consider the risks they may run in recovering 

eir reward, and whether or not it is advisable to render 
these services, In other words, in the opinion of the learned 
judge, they throw in their lot with the ship, and their chance of 
reward depends on the ship’s subsequent vicissitudes. In the 
Present case, therefore, the claim of the docks board ranked 

then that of the tugs, and lastly the claim of the 
nian, 


THE LAND TRANSFER ACTS. 

4. Satz or ReoisTerED Lanp Bzrorz MRxcIsTRATION 48 
PRoPRIETOR. 
B. Lren sy Dezpostr or Lanp Oxzrtiricare. 
‘“Wauitz the general intention of this part of the Act is 
sufficiently clear, it is nevertheless to be regretted that in many 
respects the language is so vague as to render it difficult, if not 
impossible, to anticipate with any degree of confidence the inter- 
pretation which the courts will put upon it in reference to various 
cases of difficulty which seem likely to arise when it is 
applied to every freehold estate in land.” Thus the 
learned authors, Mesers. Brickpate and SHELDon, at p. 234 
of their treatise on the Acts, preface the consideration of 
Part I. (Establishment of a Real Representative) of the Act of 
1897. Omitting the first sentence, as to the sufficient 
clearness of the general intention, the criticism appears to us to 
apply with equal, if not greater, force to the subsequent parts 
of the same Act dealing with the registration of land; and in 
support of our view we pro on the present occasion to 
— briefly the subject-matters indicated by the above 
headings. 

A. The Land Transfer Act, 1897, s. 9 (6), provides that 
“ Where a person on whom the right to be i as pro- 
prietor of land . has devolved by reason of the death 
or bankruptcy of the registered proprietor, or has been con- 
ferred by an instrument of transfer . . . desires to transfer 
or charge the land before he is himself registered as 
proprietor, he may do so in the prescribed manner, and subject 
to the prescribed conditions (see Land Transfer Rules, 1898, rr. 
153, 154). Subject to the provisions of the principal Act (1875) 
with regard to registered dealings for valuable consideration, a 
transfer or charge so made shall have the same effect as if the 

nm making it were registered as proprietor.” 

Jb., 8. 16 (2), provides that ‘‘ Where the vendor of registered 
land is not himself regi as proprietor of the land, or of a 
charge giving a power of sale over the land, he shall, at the 
request of the purchaser and at his own expense, and notwith- 
standing any stypulation to the contrary, either ure the 
registration of himself as proprietor of the land or of the charge, 
as the case may be, or procure a transfer from the registered 
proprietor to the Se 

It seems clear that the first part of section 9 (6) and: section 
16 (2) are in direct conflict so far as regards their common 
factor, which for present purposes we take to be-a transfer of 
registered land on a sale by a vendor on whom the right to be 
registered as proprietor of the land has devolved by reason of 
the death or bankruptcy of the registered proprietor, or has been 
conferred by an instrument of transfer, before he is himself 
registered as proprietor. The first part of section 9 (6) says that 
such a vendor may so transfer. Section 16 (2) says, in effect, 
that the purchaser may, notwithstanding any stipulation to the 
contrary, refuse to accept such a transfer. 

Unless, therefore, the provision at the end of section 9 (6), that 
(subject as therein mentioned) a transfer so made shall have the 
same effect as if the person making it were registered as 

roprietor, enables such a transfer in spite of section 16 (2) to 
be forced on an unwilling purchaser, the former sub-section 
seems to be practically a letter so far as sales of registered 
land are concerned. It would be obviously useless for (say) the 
al representatives of a deceased regi proprietor to 
attempt to sell the land before being themselves registered, if 
an unwilling purchaser could at the last moment, notwith- 
standing the conditions of sale, and after accepting the title, 
compel them under section 16 (2) to be themselves, at their own 
expense, registered as proprietors before transferring. (The 
alternative of procuring a transfer from Sarees proprietor 
to the purchaser would seldom be avai in cases under 
section 9 (6), for in the case of a sale by tatives 
the last proprietor is of course dead; and when the vendor 
derives his title under an instrument of transfer, the registered 
proprietor having ¢x hypothest transferred once, could hardly be 
— to transfer again). 
he following, however, appear to us to be some reasons for 
thinking that a transfer before regi ion, under section 9 (6), 





does not satisfy the requirements of section 16 (2) : 
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(1) The provision at the end of section 9 (6) contains the 
qualification ‘Subject to the provisions of the principal Act 
with regard to registered dealings for valuable consideration.” 
This seems to refer to the Act of 1875, ss. 22 et seq., 29 et seq, 
34 et seg. as amended, and it is difficult to believe that the 
Legislature intended that a purchaser, who under section 16 (2) 
of the Act of 1897 appears to be entitled to a transfer from a 
registered proprietor, should be compelled to accept a transfer 
from someone else the effect of which is subject to such a 
qualification. 

(2) The Act of 1897, s. 16 (1), provides (presumably on 
an open contract) that “A purchaser of registered land 
shall not require any evidence of title except [omitting 
irrelevant matter] the evidence to be obtained from an 
inspection of the register. .’ Obviously the register 
does not shew the title of a person entitled under section 
9 (6) to transfer before he is himself registered as 
proprietor ; and reading section 16, sub-sections (1) and (2) 
together, it seems inconceivable that the Legislature could have 
intended to force on a purchaser a transfer from a vendor as to 
whose title to transfer he would, on an open contract, be pre- 
cluded by sub-section (1) from requiring any evidence. 

(3) The Land Transfer Rules, 1898, r. 153, provide that no 
registration of an instrument under section 9 (6) shall be made 
until the person executing the same has been registered as 
proprietor, or his right to be so registered has been shewn to 
the satisfaction of the registrar. It seems unlikely that a 
purchaser can be forced to accept a transfer, the right to 
registration under which depends upon the right of the vendor 
to be himself registered as proprietor being subsequently shewn 
to the satisfaction of the registrar. As already pointed out, on 
a sale under an open contract the purchaser would apparently 
be precluded from requiring from the vendor the evidence which 
alone would enable him to so satisfy the registrar. 

B. The Land Transfer Act, 1897, s. 8 (4), last paragraph, 
provides that ‘“‘The registered proprietor of any freehold or 


leasehold land . . . may, subject to any registered estates, charges, 
or rights, create a lien on the land by deposit of the 
land certificate and such lien shall, subject as afore- 


said, be equivalent to a lien created by the deposit of title 
deeds . . . of unregistered land by an owner entitled in fee 
simple or for the term or interest created by the lease for his own 
Se as 

One point seems reasonably clear on the construction of this 
sub-section—viz., that the estates, rights, and interests which 
by the Land Transfer Act, 1875, ss. 8, 9, 31, and 32 in the case 
of freeholds, and by the Land Transfer Rules, 1898, rr. 48, 49, 
92, and 93 in the case of leaseholds, are excepted from the effect 
of the registration with a possessory or qualified title of the first 
registered proprietor, or of a subsequent transferee for 
value, cannot possibly (at any rate unless, as is seldom 
the case, protected on the register by noting, &c.) 
be registered estates, charges, or rights within the mean- 
ing of the sub-section. If so, it follows that the sub- 
section, taken alone, draws no distinction between absolute, 
qualified, and possessory titles, and that in each case a 
deposit of the land certificate by the registered proprietor confers 
an absolute security, subject only to any registered estates, 
charges, or rights. In construing an ordinary Act of Parliament 
this view would appear to derive confirmation from the fact that 
it was thought necessary in the very same Act (Schedule I.) to 
amend section 22 of the Act of 1875 (as to the creation of 
registered charges) by providing that “charges created 
under this section are subject to the provisions of 
the principal Act in respect of qualified or possessory 
titles.” The inference would seem to be well-nigh irresistible 
that section 8 (4) /ast paragraph (supra), which contains no 
corresponding qualification, was not intended to contain 
an 


y. 
The result, however, would be so absurdly incongruous (¢.., 
a mortgage in fee, existing at the date of first registration, would 
be unaffected by the registration of the mortgagor as first 
ietor with possessory title, or of an instrument of charge 
ay ng or of a transferee for value from him, but would be 
defeated in toto, or pro tanto, as the case might be, by a deposit 
of the land certificate) that it seems necessary to look farther 





for some provision in the Acts or rules which may control the 
sweeping language of the sub-section. 

Speaking for ourselves, we must confess that we have been 
oils to find any such controlling provision. The Land 
Transfer Act, 1875,s. 8 (the other sections and the rules as to 
possessory and qualified titles above referred to contain 
analogous provisions) provides that “The registration of any 
person as first registered proprietor of freehold land witha 
possessory title only shall not affect or prejudice the enforcement 
of any estate, right, or interest adverse to or in derogation of 
the title of such first registered proprietor, and subsisting or 
capable of arising at the time of registration of such proprietor ; 
but save as aforesaid, shall have the same effect as registration 
of a person with an absolute title.’ This of course 
merely means ‘“‘ /f any such estates, rights, or interests there 
be”; and not that every possessory title is im fact subject 
to prior estates, rights, and interests. Placing the section side 
by side with section 8 (4), last paragraph (supra), the latter sub- 
section, in effect, says that a lien created by deposit of a possessory 
land certificate shall have the same effect as if there were in fact 
no prior estates, rights, or interests excepted from the effect of 
registration. At least, it is difficult to place any other con- 
struction on the words “ equivalent to a lien created by the 
deposit of title deeds of unregistered land by an owner entitled 
in fee simple for his own benefit.” 

The Land Registry officials are understood to derive much 
comfort from the fact that the land certificate (Form No. 61) 
contains on the face of it in the case of a possessory title, a 
notice of the provisions in the Act of 1875 and the rules as to 
the effect of a possessory title. But Jynorantia juris haud excusat ; 
and if the provisions themselves are ineffectual to control the 
effect of the lien, we fail to grasp how notice of those provisions 
in the land certificate can carry the matter any farther. 

The result seems to be that section 8 (4), Jast paragraph, either 
constitutes an absurd anomaly in the general principles of 
possessory and qualified titles, and a danger which it is difficult 
for those whose interests were intended by the Act of 1875 to be 
protected from the effect of registration with such titles to guard 
against; or else is something very like a trap for persons who 
are in the habit of lending money on the security of the deposit 
of title deeds. 

In this and our two preceding articles (ante, pp. 636, 666) we 
have endeavoured to deal briefly with four simple transactions 
of everyday occurrence in relation to landed property as affected 
by the Land Transfer Acts. In each case we have found our- 
selves confronted with a hopeless conundrum requiring, in out 
ps judgment, either further legislation or judicial decision for 
its solution. 








REVIEWS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY. 
THE WoRKMEN'’S CoMPENSATION AcTs, 1897 AND 1900; WITH 
NoTES AND AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE RULES AND 


REGULATIONS UNDER THE Acts, THE EMPLOYER’s LIABILITY 
Act, 1880. &c. By W. AppineTon WILLIs, Barrister-at-Law. 
SEVENTH EpiTion. Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 


This edition comes at an opportune moment, the Act of 1900 having 
commenced to operate on the let ult. In a work on this subject it is 
of vital importance that the case law should be brought up to date. 
Mr. Willis’s book satisfies this requirement. The important decisions 
lately given by the House of Lords and other tribunals upon the Act of 
1900 are all noted in their places. The notes on that Act are clear 
and concise and accurately state the effect of the decisions. In 
dealing with the Act of 1900, which extends the application of the 
former Act to the employment of ‘‘ workmen in agriculture” by any 
employer who “habitually ’’ employs them, the author rightly calis 
attention to the element of vagueness imported by the use in a statute 
of such # word as “‘ habitually,” and to the far-reaching effect of the 
Act which is not restricted to employment for the purpose of a trade 
or business. This Act appears to lay the foundation for much 
litigation. 





LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 


THE OVERSEERS’ HANDBOOK : FOR THE USE OF OVERSEERS, CHURCH- 
WARDENS, ASSISTANT OVERSEERS, &¢0., AND OTHER Parisi 
OFFICERS ; TOGETHER WITH A CALENDAR OF OVERSEERS’ DUTIES 
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By Wiiu1am W. Mackenzie. Barrister-at-Law. 
Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


This book forms a valuable and complete guide as to the perform- 
ance of the duties which the law casts upon overseers of the poor or 
upon the elective bodies which in many cases have taken the place 
a overseers under recent legislation, such as the Local Government 
Act, 1894, and the London Government Act, 1899. The chapters on 
the making of the poor rate and the keeping of accounts are 
especially good, and the calendar setting forth the dates for the 
fulfilment of the various duties of overseers will be found particularly 
useful. The book is written in an intelligible and succinct style, 
which will commend it both to lawyers and to the parish officers, for 
whom it is primarily intended. 


Firta EpITIon. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—In your issue of last week I see above the signature “‘ John R. 
Adams ”’ a letter containing the following observation with regard to 
the Incorporated Law Society: ‘‘I am not a member of the society, 
Why should I join it when it does so little about so important a 
matter as this question of land transfer by compulsory registration ?” 
Was ever such a singalar question asked? Mr. Adams is not 
satisfied with the Council, therefore he does not join the society. He 
does not lend the assistance of his experience or brains; he does not 
even put himself in a position to vote against the Council that offends 
him, or to attend meetings and lift up his voice in support of a 
different policy. He merely keeps his annual subscription in his 
pocket, turns up his nose, and passes by on the other side. 

If the Council does so little—which I for one utterly deny, though 


that is not my point—the one thing absolutely certain is that Mr. Olean! 

app 
documents and fees 
rule 19 is special as to possessory registrations, and, I submit, ousts 
the former. 


Adams does nothing. He does worse than nothing, indeed ; for, 
while not giving so much as a helping finger, he cavils at the honest 
work done by a body of gentlemen who, without fee or reward, 
give up a vast amount of valuable time to the interests of our 
profession. 

Much as I differ from those who seem to think that the Incorporated 
Law Society exists mainly for the object of supplying to its members 
tea and shrimps to be consumed on the premises, I can respect them 
more than I can the solicitors of whom Mr. Adams is a type, because 
at least they are members of the society whose Council they attack. 

EpwarpD F. TURNER. 

Leadenhall House, 101, Leadenhall-street, E.C., 


July 29. 





CONTEMPORANEOUS PURCHASE AND MORTGAGE UNDER 
THE LAND TRANSFER ACTS. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir—I beg to thank you for the insertion of my firm’s letter of 
the 22nd inst, It was written by me and was intended to suggest a 
possible answer, from the mortgagee’s standpoint, to the last para- 
graph of your recent article. For instance, the article refers to 
section 20 of the 1897 Act and states that ‘‘no conveyance from [the 
purchaser] to the mortgagee . « « Gan clothe the mortgagee with 
the legal estate P eae e completion of the registration.” This 
must undoubtedly be so pending the completion, but I drew attention 
to rule 19, and attempted to minimize the drawback by submitting 
that, if my suggestions are tenable, such a practical certainty of a 
satisfactory security, including a legal estate in the m ’s 
favour, as of completion day can, on that day, be created as will induce 


is only by the constant 
how to act when occasion arises, and the question is of great general 
importance to your London subscribers. 


Receivers and managers 
sums were due for their salaries and costs. By an order dated the 8th of 
November, 1899, the plaintiff’s costs, including the costs and salaries of 
the receivers and managers 
that the defendant’s costs in respect 

against the plaintiffs’ costs, and that the master should certify the 
balance and that the defendants should pay the balance so certified 


solicitor could not advise his client to complete, but suggested 
no way out of the difficulty. As these transactions are taking place 
every day it would seem there must bea way of breaking the “‘ vicious 
circle,” and one is anxious to adopt the simplest means of doiog 80 
compatible with as much safety as can reasonably be given—for it is 
obvious relaxation must come from someone. I regret I did not go 
more into detail. Expanded, the following is what my suggestions 
come to: 

Let completion take place exactly as it would if the property were 
in a non-compulsory district, but with the addition of a charge, 
under the Land Transfer Acts, in form 39c, with any advisable 
alterations and additions, and taking care that the legal mortgage 
is executed on: the actual day of completion (i¢., not on 
@ previous day). In exchange for his client’s advance, the 
mortgagee’s solicitor will receive all documents of title, including the 
assignment to the purchaser, the legal mortgage, and the charge, all 
three dated that day. The solicitors for the purchaser and for the 
mort will then attend er and apply for registration of the 
title and the charge, under rules 78 to 78). Tae draft entry will be 
noted ‘‘ Lease, i ent, and charge certificate to be sent to 
(mortgagee’s solicitor), land certificate to (purchaser’s solicitor). If 
the same solicitor acts for both the matter is, of course, simplified. 
Production of the legal mortgage bearing thead valorem duty will obviate 
the necessity for any stamp on the charge, and no fee will be charged 
for ——- of the latter. 

In due course the mort ’s solicitor will receive the lease, 
assignment, aud charge ontlhante from the registry. 

The above plan is upon the assumption that no valid objection 
could afterwards be made to the fact of the legal mortgage and the 
registration of the title being of, or as of, the same date. In the 
event of any inquiry on the point, it could be proved from the 
solicitor’s entries that the mortgage was not executed prior to the 
registration day. If, however, the word “ until” in section 20 (1) of 
the 1897 Act is to bear so narrow a construction that hours and 
minutes are to be taken into account, the plan will not work and 
difficulties arise. But, looking at the matter in a practical light the 
title being registered on such a date (the date given by the land 
certificate as that of first registration), the registered proprietor could, 
on that day, create a legal mortgage. 

As to the possibility, alleged in the article, of the application for 
registration sang eee by the purchaser, I can see in the rules 
no machinery enabling the registrar to allow this, and I understand 
from an official at the registry, who is conversant with the Acts 
and rules, that there is none. Moreover, the registrar has notice 
that a second person—viz., the mortg is ioterested in the 
registration and would allow withdrawal at his peril. Notwith- 
standing the view of the writer of your article, I am of opinion 
that the death, bankruptcy, lunacy, &c, of the applicant would 
not affect registration with a possessory title, which, under 
rule 19, must be ‘‘as of” the day on which the application 
was delivered at the registry. The view held in the registry is 
that every possessory registration is complete for all practical 
as soon as the entries are drafted in the presence of the 
cant and approved by him (or his solicitor), the necessary 
being left therewith. Rule 251 is general; 


I am, I fear, trespassing too much on your valuable space, but it 
, Sone of these matters that one learns 


22, Chancery-lane, July 31. W. J. BrooMFreLtp Howe. 
[See observations under the head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S.J. | 
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Court of Appeal. 
SILKSTONE AND HAIGH MOOR COAL CO. (LIM.) v. EDEY. No. 2. 
31st July. 


TaxaTion—Costs—BaALANCE—SEPARATE Oxrtiricates—R. 8. C. LXV. 27, 


SUB-RULBE 25. 


This was an a from a decision of Byrne, J. (reported ante, p. 691). 
cam had been appointed in the action, and certain 


directed to be taxed. The order directed 


, were 
of certain motions should be set off 


tiffs. The -master in his certificate stated that 


plain taxing 
he had not included in his certificate the costs of the plaintiffs in 
respect of the costs and remuneration of the receivers and 
these had not 
he had taxed 
a} the costs of the defendants in 


managers, as 
been ascertained at chambers. He further certified that 
2 ee Se eee ae ee Sa ae 





the mo ee to hand over his mortgage money. On the ents 
pontgined jn the article, the writer was of opinion that the saacigages’ 


order mentioned, and that there 
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remained a balance due to the plaintiffs of £5,653 6s. 4d. outside the costs 
and ealaries of the receivers and managers. These costs and mees 
when ascertained he proposed to certify subsequently in addition to the 
sum already certified. On the application of the defendants Byrne, J., 
ordered the certificate to be taken off the file as it did not comply with the 
judgment. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Court (Ricsy, Cotiis, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the ye 

Riesy, L.J.—I am of opinion that we cannot make the order asked for. 
The order made by Byrne, J., was right, and we have no choice but to 
affirm it. As to whether it may or may not be desirable on the merits 
that the taxing-master should have such a power as was contended for I 


no opinion. 

Ronee and Romsr, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunset, Upjohn, K.C., and 
Stokes ; Levett, K.C., Rowden, K.O.,and Buckmaster ; Crossman. So.tcttors, 
Clements, Williams, § Co. ; Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for Rodgers § Co, , Sheffield ; 
T. W. Hail. 

[Reported by J. I. Stintine, Barrister-at-Law. | 


DEXTER v. UNITED GOLD COAST MINING PROPERTIES (LIM.). 
24th July. 
Company—Option To Take Furtusr SHARES AT PAR—Comaisston—Com- 
PANtEs Act, 1900, s. 8. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. The defendant com- 
pany was incorporated in December, 1900, with a capital of £200,000 
divided into 200,000 shares of £1 each, of which 93,533 shares had been 
issued. On the 10th of January, 1901, the company allotted 33,333 shares 
to persons who applied for them on application forms which contained the 
following statement: ‘‘ For each share allotted in accordance with this 
application a subscriber shall have the option during the period of one 
year from the 3rd day of January, 1901, of taking up at par 
a further ordinary share of £1 in the initial capital of the 
company; and in the event of such last mentioned share being taken 
up under such option, a further option during the period of two years from 
and after the 3rd day of January, 1901, of taking up at par a further 
ordinary share of £1 in the initial capital of the company.’’ The defend- 
ant Hilder had had allotted to him 6,975 shares on an application upon one 
of these forms, and he now claimed to exercise the option of taking 
further shares in the company. The plaintiff moved on behalf 
of himself and all other shareholders of the defendant company, except 
such of them as were defendants, to restrain the defendants from 
carrying out the arrangement with Hilder, and to restrain the defendants 
other than Hilder from applying any of the company’s shares 
or capital money, either directly or indirectly, in payment of a commission 
or allowance to the defendant Hilder in consideration of his subscribing 
for shares in the defendant company. Byrne, J., held that the case was 
covered by the decision of the Court of Appeal in Burrows v. Matabele Gold 
Reefs and Estates Co. (49 W. R. 500; 1901, 2 Ch. 23), and granted the 
injunction asked for. The defendants appealed. 

Tae Covert (Ricsy, Cotiins, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal on 
the und that the case could not be distinguished from Burrows v. 
Matabele Gold Reefs and Estates Co.—Covnsen, Kirby; K. G. Metcalfe ; 
Levett, K.C., and Clauson. Soxicrtons, Travers-Smith, Braithwaite, § 
Robinson ; Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, § Michelmore ; Baxter, Spreat, & Johnson. 


[Reported by J. I. Stiztinc, Barrister-at-Law. } 


MERCHANTS’ FIRE OFFICE (LIM.) v. ARMSTRONG AND OTHERS, 
No. 2. 25th July. 


Company—Direcrors—Improrer PAYMENTS—NEGLIGENCE— LIABILITY. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., which declared 
that the defendants, who were directors of the plaintiff company, were 
liable to refund a sum of about £8,000 which some of the defendants had 
paid out of the company’s funds to the defendant Fenwick on the ground 
that the payment had been improperly made and that the defendants had 
been guilty of gross negligence in making it. Some of the defendants 
appealed. The a was heard on the 25th and 26th of June, and judg- 
ment was reserved. 

Tue Covert (Ricry, Cortms, and Romer, L JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Romer, L. J., who delivered the judgment of the court, said Fenwick 
had induced his co-directors to pay to him out of the assets of the 
company considerable sums of money. These sums were obtained 
by Fenwick on the footing of a claim put forward by him to be paid a 
sum of £15,000. The claim was made under the following circumstances : 
As a director or de facto director he had been trying to obtain subscriptions 
for shares, and otherwise interesting himself in the affairs of the company 
before it actually started business. In respect of these services it was 
assumed that he might have properly claimed to be repaid out of the assets 
what he had expended. But it was not suggested that his expenditure 
amoun' to anything more than a small sum, as compared with the 
£15,000, or with the moneys he obtained from his co-directors. What sum 
he reslly expended had not been shown, nor did his co-directors take any 

ble to ascertain. They knew, however, before making the payments 

in question, that his expenditure could have formed but a of the 
£15,000, or of the moneys paid to him. Kekewich, J., while holding the 
liable, had given them the benefit of any proper expenditure by 

Fenwick. The question on the appeal, therefore, was as to the moneys paid 
to Fenwick so far as they exceeded his ture. The excess was claimed 
by him for services rendered. What those services were was never 
explained, and never inquired into by his co-directors. He did not render 
any services for which he was entitled to be paid any sum outside his 
remuneration as director. His claim therefore was unfounded and 


No. 2. 





was, or ought to have been, known to his co-directors. They had no 
sufficient reason to suppose that he had rendered any services except as | 








director. So that in substance the case was one where a director induced 
his co-directors to apply the company’s money in making payments to him 
to which he was not entitled. There was nothing in the memorandum or 
articles of association to justify such payments. But it was said that, 
though the claim could not be justified now that the facts were known, 
yet the defendants ought not to be liable as they were not guilty of such 
a as to make them msible. Bat in their lordships’ opinion 
the tors had been rightly held liable. Their lordships adopted the 
view of Lindley, M.R., in Lagunas Co. v. Lagunas Syndicate (48 W. R., p. 80) 
that “‘ if directors act within their powers, if they act with such care as is 
reasonably to be expected from them, having regard to their knowledge 
and experience, and if they act honestly for the benefit of the company, 
they di both their equitable and legal duty to the company.”’ In 
the present case the directors did not bring themselves within the scope of 
those observations. In their lordships’ opinion the defendants had not 
acted with ordinary prudence, and were guilty of such negligence as to 
make them liable to the company. The appeals must therefore be dis. 
missed with costs.—CounseL, Warmington, K.C., Micklem, K.O., and Cave ; 
Douglas-Pennant; Reed, K.0., P. O. Lawrence, K.0., and D. Jones, 
Soricrtors, Slark, Edwards, § Co. ; Murray, Hutchins, Stirling, § Murray. 
[Reported by 8, E. Witt1ams, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re NEW’S SETTLEMENT. LANGHAM v. LANGHAM. No. 2. 
8th and 22nd July. 


SErTLEMENT—SHARES IN COLLIERY —RECONSTRUCTION Or CompANY—SHARRS 
tn New Company OvrTsipE THE INVESTMENT CLAUSE—JURISDICTION OF 
Court to Sancrion INVESTMENT. 


Ap from Cozens-Hardy, J., in chambers. By a settlement made in 
1875 David New covenanted with the trustees therein named to transfer into 
their names 110 shares of the nominal value of £100 each in the Wollaton 
Colliery Co. (Limited) upon the trusts therein mentioned. By the invest- 
ment clause the trustees were enabled to retain the shares or to sell the same 
and invest the proceeds upon (inter alia) the debentures or debenture or 
guaranteed or preference stocks or mortgages of any company in the United 
Kingdom paying dividends on its ordinary shares or stock. The settlor 
died in 1878. The Wollaton Colliery Co. was incorporated in 1875 witha 
capital of £105,000, divided into 1,050 shares of £100 each. The shares 
were fully paid up. The colliery business proved very successful, and a high 
rate of dividend had been declared upon its shares. In consequence of 
the constantly increasing dividends and the large outlays made from 
time to time out of profits in developing the property of the company, 
a scheme was proposed to wind up the company voluntarily, re- 
capitalize it at a higher figure, and reduce the nominal value of the shares 
to £10 each, so as to facilitate dealing with them. The scheme provided 
that each £100 share in the old company should be exchanged for ten fully 
paid-up £10 preference shares, ten tully paid-up £10 ordinary shares, and a 
£100 debenture of the proposed new company. Under the articles of the 
old company restrictions were placed upon the sale of its shares. No such 
restriction was placed upon their sale by the articles of the new company. 
The incorporation of the new company was made subject to ratification by 
all the shareholders of the old company. It was in evidence that the 
scheme was for the benefit of the shareholders. ‘The plaintiff was sole 
surviving trustee of the settlement. Certain of the beneficiaries under the 
settlement were infants. The summons asked that the plaintiff might be 
authorized to ratify the agreement as to the new company, and accept the 
preference and ordinary shares and debentures therein, and whether he 
might permanently retain the same; and, if not, for what period he might 
hold them, Oozens-Hardy, J., on the hearing of the summons, refused to 
make any order except as to costs, holding himself bound by Re Morrison 
(49 W. R, 441; 1901, 1 Ch. 701) and Re Crawshay (33 Soticirors’ Journal 
126, 66 L. T. R. 357). 

Tue Court reserved judgment. 

July 22.—Tuz Oovrr (Ricsy, Coniis, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. The judgment of the court was delivered by 

Romer, L.J.—As a rule the court has no jurisdiction to give, and 
will not give, its sanction to the performance by trustees of acts 
with reference to the trust estate which are not, on the face of 
the instrument creating the trust, authorized by its terms. ‘ 
cases of Re Crawshay, decided by North, J., and &e Morrison, decided 
by Buckley, J., are instances where the court was asked to sanction 
steps to be taken by trustees which it thought unjustifiable, and 
which it declared it had no jurisdiction to authorize. But in the 
management of a trust estate, and especially where that estate consists of 
a business, or shares in a mercantile company, it not infrequently happens 
that some peculiar state of circumstances arises for which provision is not 
expressly made by the trust instrument, and which renders it most desirable, 
and, it may be, essential, for the benetit of the estate, and in the interest of 
all the beneficiaries, that certain acts should be done by the trustees which 
in ordinary cases they would have no power todo. In a case of this kind, 
which may reasonably be at to be one not foreseen or anticipated by 
the author of the trust, where the trustees age embarrassed by the 
emergency that has arisen and the duty cast r+" them to do what 
is best for the estate, and the consent of all the beneficiaries cannot 
be obtained by reason of some of them not being sui juris or @ 
existence, then it may be right for the court, and the court, in & 
proper case, would have jurisdiction to sanction, on behalf of all com 
cerned, such acts on behalf of the trustees as we have above referred 
to. By way merely of illustration we may take the case when a testator hat 
declared that some property of his shall be sold at a particular time after bis 
death, and then, owing to unforessen change of circumstances since the 
testator’s death, chan the time for sale arrives it is found that to sell at that 
precise time would be ruinous to the estate and that it is necessary or right 
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to postpone the sale for a short time in order to effect a proper sale, in such 
a case the court would have jurisdiction to authorize, and vould authorize, 
the trustees to postpone the sale for a reasonable time. It is of common 
knowledge that the jurisdiction we have been referring to, which is only 
part of the general administrative jurisdiction of the court, has been con- 
stantly exercised chiefly in chambers. Of course the jurisdiction is one to 
be exercised with great caution, and the court will take care not to strain its 
powers. It is impossible, and no attempt ought to be made, to state or define 
all the circumstances under which or the extent to which the court will 
exercise the jurisdiction, but it need scarcely be said that the court will not 
be justified in sanctioning every act desired by the trustees and the bene- 
ficiaries because it may appear beneficial to the the estate, and certainly 
the court will not be disposed to sanction transactions of a speculative 
or risky character. But each case brought before the court must be 
considered and dealt with according to its special circumstances. As 
a rule these circumstances are better investigated and dealt with in 
chambers. Upon the particular facts of the case, their lordships 
decided that the court had jurisdiction to sanction, and subject to the filing 
of further evidence upon certain points ought to sanction, the course 
proposed by the trustees. ‘l'hey declared that the trustees might sanction 
the proposed scheme and hold the shares and debentures of the new 
company, provided that if they desired to retain them for more than one 
year they must undertake to apply to the court for leave.—CounseL, 
Haldane, K.C., and Peterson; R. J. Parker ; Manning. Sottcirors, Taylor, 
Hoare, § Pilcher, for Hunt § Dickens, Nottingham, and for Parr ¢ Butlin, 


Nottingham. 
[Reported by H. Cuavanron Scort, Barrister-at-Law, | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re POWER. POWER v. STONE. ACWORTH »v. STONE. Byrne, J. 
25th July. 


Estate Duty—Witi—Funp Passinc Unper Genzrat Power or APpornt- 
MENT—REstnDUE—F nance Act, 1898 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), s. 9, suR- 
SECTION 1. 


This was a summons to determine the incidence of estate duty. 
By her will the testatrix, Miss Power, had exercised a general power of 
‘appointment vested in her under another will overafund. The question 
was whether the estate duty was to be borne by the fund appointed, or by 
the general residue. The testatrix’s will contained no direction as to the 
payment of testamentary expenses. The point turned on whether or not 
the fund appointed had passed to the executor as such. 

Byrnz, J., following the decisions of Kekewich, J., in Re Treasure (48 
W. R. 696; 1900, 2 Ch. 648) and Re Maddock (1901, W. N., p. 118), and 
declining to follow the decision of Buckley, J., in Re Moore (49 W. R. 373; 
1901, 1 Ch. 691), held that the fund did not pass to the executor as such 
and consequently that the duty must be borne by the appointed fund 
His lordship stated that in his opmion the effect of the statute 23 Vict. c. 
15, was to make a fund passing under a general power of appointment 
liable to probate duty, but not to cause it to pass to the executor as such.— 
CounseL, Horsley; Church; R. J. Parker. Soxtcrtors, Noris, Allens, $ 
Chapman. 

| Reported by J, Axruur Pricer, Barrister-at-Law.] 


KELLY’S DIRECTORIES (LIM.) ». GAVIN AND LLOYD'S, Byrne, T. 
23rd July. 


PracticE—TaxaTIoN—Co-pDEFENDANTS—No Orpgr as To Oosts AGAINST 
onzk DerenpANT—Tue Orner Derenpant Orperep To Pay PLarntirrs’ 
Costs or AcTlonN—Payment sy UnsvccessruL DerenpDANT or PLAIntirrs’ 
Costs Acarnst SuccessruL DerenpANT. 


The plaintiffs’ brought an action against one Gavin and Lloyd’s for 
infringement of copyright, an injunction and accounts. The case came on 
for trial before Byrne, J., and the result of the hearing is reported in 49 
W. R. 313, and also in 1901, 1 Oh. 374. In that action Gavin pat in a 
defence but did not appear at the trial, and as against him the court was 
satisficd that there had been an infrmgement of copyright and 
granted the relief asked. The plaintiffs proceeded wi their 
action against Lloyd’s with the result that the court refused to grant an 
injunction against them, but gave them no costs. On the question of costs 
the order was as follows: ‘‘ And it is ordered that the defendant William 
Aloysius Gavin do pay to the plaintiffs Kelly’s Directories (Limited) their 
costs of this action up to and including this judgment to be taxed by the 
taxing-master. The costs of the accounts are reserved.’’ The costs of the 
action other than those of the accounts were carried before the taxing- 
master, and Gavin objected to certain items being allowed for the follow- 
ing reasons: *‘(1) Because the items objected to are costs incurred by the 
plaintiffs in this action in endeavouring to prove their case against the 
defendants Lloyd’s, in which they were unsuccessful, and are not costs 
affecting the defendant Gavin. The judge, in delivering judgment, 
refused to allow the plaintiffs any costs inst the defendants Lloyd’s, 
but merely an injuncticn against the defendant Gavin with costs, and the 
Corts objected to are not payable by the defendant Gavin to the 
plaintiffs. (2) Because the items marked with red ink are in 
excess of what the defendant Gavin should pay under the 
oe objection raised herein.”’ Specimens of the items complained of, 

ut not marked with red ink, were ‘‘ Copy statement of claim to deliver to 
Lloyd's solicitors, 13s. 4d.; attending delivering same, 6s. 8d. ; perusing 
defence of defendants Lloyd's, 6s. 8d.,”” &e , &c. Specimens of the items 
complained of marked with red ink were ‘‘ Instructions for brief to counsel, 
13s, 4d. ; two copies of writ, 4s. ; the like notice of motion, 4s.,” &e , &c. 
The master’s answer was that “The defendant Gavin is ordered to pay 





the plaintiffs their costs of this action up to and —— the judgment to 
be taxed. I have taxed the plaintiffs’ costs of action. I am not directed 
to make any deduction therefrom on account of the defendants Lloyd’s 
being joined, and I have made none. Hi this view I have overruled 
the objection, which is one of principle only, and not affecting any item of 
allowance, if my view of the order is right.’”” The defendant Gavin now 
applied by summons to vary the taxing-master’s certificate. It was stated 
that there was no authority upon the point for the guidance of taxing- 
masters. 

July 23.—Byrnz, J., upheld the taxing- master’s decision and dismissed 
the defendant Gavin’s application with costs.—CovunseL, FE. Ford ; J. Brad- 
ford. Soxrrcrrors, Scott, Spalding, § Bell; T. C. Russell. 

(Reported by R. Leicu Raussoruam, Barrister-at-Law. } 


GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO. v. BLADES. Buckley, J. 
llth, 12th, and 20th July. 


Mivnzs anp Mrverats - StarrorpsHire Bivur Brick Cray nor a Mrverar 
—Raritways Ciauses Act, 1845, s. 77—Ricurs or Parties WHERE 
Lanp Taken Unper Statutory Powers DistTIncuisHRp FROM THOSE 
Wuere Lanp Taken Unper Contract or Grant. 


In this case the plaintiffs, the Great Western Railway Co., sought to 
restrain the defendant, who owned certain six acres of land ad joi the 
railway and the minerals underlying it in the parish of West Bromwich, in 
the district of the South Staffordshire Blue Brick Clays, from working the 
clay so as to let down or injure the railway and from entering upon 
and excavating the plaintiffs’ land. Other facts material to the 
case will be found in the judgment. In support of their case 
the plaintiffs cited the following cases: Tie Corporation of Glasgow 
v. Farie (13 A. C. 671), Ruabon Brick, gc, Co. v. Great Western 
Railway (1893, 1 Ch. 427), Midland Railway v. Robinson (15 A. C. 19, and 
37 Ch. D. 386), Midland Railway v. Haunchwood Brick, §c., Co (20 Oh. D. 
552). The defendant cited certain dicta of Sir G. Jessel in Errington v. 
Metropolitan District Railway (19 Oh. D., at p. 559), Loosemoore v. Tiverton 
Railway Co. (22 Ch. T). 25), Midland Railway v. Miles (30 Ch. D. 634, and 33 
Ch .D. 632), Earl of Jersey v. Neath Poor Law Union (22 Q. B. D. 555), 
Johnston v. Crompton (1899, 2 Ch. 190), Hert v. Gill (L. R. 7 Oh. 719), Great 
Western Railway vy. Bennett (L. R. 2 H. L. 27). 

Bucxtey, J., in the course of his judgment said: The question I have 
to determine is whether such clay as I shall have to describe in 
the present case is a ‘‘mineral”’; if it be, then an open working of 
that mineral from the surface according to the usual manner of working 
in the district is a ‘‘mine of the mineral’’: Midland Railway Co. v. 
Robinson (15 A. C.19). A purchaser of the surface is by common law 
entitled to support from the subjacent and adjacent strata. But in cases 
falling within the /usciew/us of the clauses of the Railways Clanss Act, 
1845, which commences with section 77, the statute has created a specitic law 
and by that alone are the rights of the purchasing company and the o «ner of 
the minerals regulated: Great Western Railway v. Bennett(l. R.2H L 27). 
That code, as regards mines of minerals which by section 77 are ex 
trom the conveyance, is that the company, until the mine owner is minded to 
work, enjoys support, and that when the mine owner is minded to work, 
he must give notice, and the company may, if so minded, purchase. But 
if after notice the company do not purchase, then the mipe owner may get 
the minerals, even though by so doing he lets down and destroys the 
surface ; and this is not confined to subterranean working but extends 
also to open workings from the surface itself. preecenn pin | what was 
said in Faric’s case (ubi supra), it must be taken as concluded by the decision 
of the Appeal Courtin Earl of Jersey v. Neath Poor Law Union (22 Q. B D. 555) 
that Hert v. Gill has not been overruled, and that that case, where applicable, 
is as absolutely binding upon me as before Corporation of Glasgaw v. Farie 
was decided. The real question for my decision is whether to the trans- 
action with which I have to deal the rule in Hert v. Gill is applicable or 
not. In the case before me certain gentlemen, who are predecessors in title 
of the defendants, conveyed toa railway company, who were ecessors in 
title of the plaintiff, six acres of land in the parish of West Bromwich 
for £5,500. This sum was to include compensation for the cost of 
sinking a new coal pit and the cost of a new whimsey engine and plant for 
working the unwrought mines of the grantors. Tne fact that the word 
“mines” in the language of this deed includes coal does not shew that it 
excludes clay. For the purpose of this decision I regard the conveyance 
of 1852 as being nothing but a conveyance of six acres of land made under 
the statute, with all the consequences which ensue from a conveyance of 
that kind by the operation of section 77. The result of the evidence 
adduced before me is that at the place in question the strata are as 
soil, of a depth varying 


follows : Upon the top is a layer of ordinary s 
from nothing to about two feet. Speaking generally its average thickness 


may be six inches to a foot. Immediately below that comes the South 
Staffordshire clay. The uppermost five feet or thereabouts of that 
clay has become decomposed by exposure to weather, 

lation of water, and the like, and is what the witnesses 
called *‘ weathered.” Below begins the unweathered or virgin South 
Staffordshire blue brick clay; subject to some trifling strata of sand- 
stone which lie within it, this clay extends to some 300 feet or 400 feet or 
more. The top five feet of weathered clay is good for making ordinary 
red bricks, but it will not, without admixture with other clay, make 
Staffordshire blue bricks. In working it is in fact ground up and mixed with 
the virgin clay of a lower stratum, and from the mixture Staffordshire 
blue brick is made. In 1897 the defendants had become entitled to the 
lands adjoining and the minerals lying under the railway, and on the 11th 
of August, 1897, they served upon the plaintiffs a notiee under 
section 78 of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845. The tiffs did not 
within the thirty days state their to compensation 
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and thereupon the defendants threaten and intend to work the 
clay by o workings (the proper manner of working), and threaten 
and intend i in so doing to destroy the surface. If the clay is a 
** mineral ’’ within section 77 they are entitled so todo. After carefully 
considering all the authorities, I have come to the conclusion that the 
proposition which lies at the root of the true solution of the question is 
toat to a claim dependent, as this is, upon the operation of the statute, 
different considerations apply to those which arise in a case where the 
relations between the parties exist by contract or grant. The difference 
hes in the fact that where by way of grant land passes from A. to B., 

the minerals to A., he, A., cannot so work the reserved minerals 
asto let down the surface, for that would be to destroy that which he 
granted. In such case, therefore, there is no reason for withholding from 
the word ‘‘ minerals’’ the widest meaning, because, be the meaning as 
wide as you will, the rights of B. are not affected, seeing that A. cannot 
work the reserved thing so as to injure B. But where the case is one 
under this Act, that proposition is not true. A. can work the excepted 
thing so us to injure B., and the whole basis of Furie’s case seems to me to 
lie in that proposition. {His lordship proceeded to examine the authorities, 
and continued :] Now the fact here is that this clay is the soil. The six 
inches or so of decomposed vegetable matter on the surface is not in this 
place the soil any more than in a room the carpet can be said to be 
the floor. It may well be that consistently with Furic’s case the same 
clay may, within that decision, be a mineral in one district and not in 
another. Where the clay is what Lord Halsbury calls the stratum on 
which the houre is built (13 A. C., p. 669) or constitutes “the land” as 
Lord Watson describes it (idid, p. 679), it is not a mineral within the Act, 
as the Act has been construed by the decisions. It is a thing which has a 
value of its own, but not a thing which has a value of its own apart from 
the soil in which it is found, for the simple reason that it is the soil itself. 
T have arrived at the conclusion that in this transaction, having regard to 
the nature of the land, the clay was not a mineral reserved by virtue of 
section 77 of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, and that the plaintiffs are 
entitled to an injunction and the costs of the action.—Counsri, Asquith, 
K.0., Neville, K.C , and R J. Parker ; Warmington, K.C., and J. W. M. 
Holmes. Souicrrors, 2. R. Nelson ; Needham, Tyer, § Barrow, for E. Caddick, 
West Bromwich. 


[Reported by R. Lich Ramssoruam, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
‘“‘THE VERITAS.” Barnes, J. 15th, 16th, and 29th July, 


Apuiratty—Riacuts or Satvors—Maritime Liens ex ConTRACTU AND 
ex Deticro—Ricut to Arrest SHIP. 


The facts and the arguments arising thereon raised during the hearing of 
these motions are set out in the judgment. They raised a number of 
important considerations relating to maritime liens and the rights of salvors. 

anngs, J., in delivering a considered judgment, said: There are three 
motions in this case for payment out of court of certain sums out of 
the proceeds of the Norwegian steamship Veritas, which amount to 
£927 5s. 2d., now in court. ‘lhe motions are made in these circumstances : 
In October last year The Veritas, laden with a cargo of ice for Liverpool, 
was in distress outside the Mersey, and salvage services were rendered to 
her by the steamship (a/-donian, by which she was brought into and 
anchored in the Mersey. The services of the tug Prairie Cock were then 
, and, while that tug was being made fast to The Veritas, a collision 
occurred between Tie J’critas and the steamship Devonian, in consequence 
of which The Veriias began to fill, and salvage services were rendered to 
her by the tugs Prairie Cock and Sea Cock, with the result that she was 
brought to a place alongside the dock wall to the south of the Liverpool 
landing-stage. From this place she drifted against the said stage, doing 
damage to the boom and other connections of the stage, and sank, and her 
cargo of ice perished. She was removed by the Mersey Docks and Harbour 
Board under the powers conferred upon them by the 11th section of the 
Act of 1874. The board had also the right to detain her in respect of the 
said damage under the 94th section of their Act of 1858. On the 15th of 
October an action was instituted in this court by the owners, masters, and 
crews of the said tugs against The Veritas in respect. of the salvage services 
rendered by them, and .n the same day she was arrested in the said suit. 
The board intervened in that suit, and on the 19th of October an order was 
made by consent for the release of The \’eritas, the interveners undertaking 
to furnish the plaintiffs with an account of receipts and expenditure in 
dealing with the wreck under their statutory powers and to lodge the 
overplus in covrt tothe credit of the action, to abide further order, without 
prejudice to liens, rights, or priorities of any claimants on The Veritas or 
proceeds of sale. The vessel was accordingly released, and after wards sold on 
the 23rd of October by the board, and, after deducting the expenses 
of the board, the net proceeds amounted to the sum of £927 5s. 2d., 
which was brought into court to the credit of the raid action. 
On the 28rd of November an action was instituted in this court 
against the proceeds of The Veritas by the owsers, master, and crew of The 
Caledonian in respect of the salvage services rendered by them, and on the 
7th of December a caveat against the payment out of court of the said 
was entered in the first action on behalf of the last plaintiffs, who 
afterwards intervened in the first action, though not until after judgment 
was obtained in it. On the 14th of January, 1901, judgment was obtained 
by the plaintiffs in the action in respect of the salvage by [he Prairie Cock and 
Sea Cuck in the sum of £320 and costs, without prejudice to claims on the 
fund in court, and reserving all questions of priorities. On the 29th of 
April, 1901, "sy yr was given for the plaintiffs in the action in respect of 
the salvage by The Caledonsan for £400 and costa, all questions of priorities 








being reserved. On the 8th of February, 1901, an action was instituted in 
this court by the said board against the said proceeds in respect of the 
damage done to the said stage, in which the plaintiffs on the two salvage 
actions intervened, and on the 1st of July, 1901. judgment was given for the 
plaintiffs for £600 and costs, all questions of priorities being reserved. The 
owners of The Prairie Cock and Sea Cock appeared at the hearing. By their 
defence as interveners they had raised inter alia the question of whether or 
not the damage sustained by the board was due to the negligence of those on 
board Tie Veritas, and the judgment appears to have proceeded on the 
ground of such negligence being found by the court, and no point was rai.ed 
before me that this was not so. [His lordship then read the terms of the 
judgment in the board’s action, and proceeded :] It is to be observed that all 
these judgments were conditional, and as the funds are still in court the 
claims have to be dealt with on their respective rights to priority. 
A collision action was also tried between The Devonian and The Veritas, in 
which The Devonian was, on the 7th of February, 1901, held to blame for the 
bad look-out, and The Veritas also to blame on the ground that the tug 
Prairie Cock, while alongside of her, was exhibiting only under-way lights 
and had not a second masthead light for towing. The board claims to have 
a maritime lien on the said proceeds for their damage and to take priority 
over the salvors. This claim is disputed by both of the salvors. The 
Prairie Cock and Sea Cock claim to. have priority over the damage 
claim and over the claim of the prior salvors. The first salvors claim 
to have precedence over the second and dispute the right of the second 
to claim salvage in the circumstances. The first question to be determined 
is with regard to the claim of the board. It was urged by the salvors that 
the board had waived any right against The Veritas and the proceeds by 
selling Zhe Veritas under the powers conferred by the said Acts, The 
aaswer to the point appears to be that the board have recovered judgment 
against the said proceeds in their action to which both sets of salvors had 
become parties by intervening, and that the judgment is binding and 
conclusive, at any rate so far as it establishes a right on the 
part of the board to proceed for their damage against the said 
proceeds: see Ballantine v. Mackinnon (1896, 2 Q. B. 455). In selling 
under the powers aforesaid, the board do not extinguish the claimants’ 
claims altogether against the proceeds, but hold the same subject to 
such rights as could be enforced against the res. By the said 11th section 
of the Act of 1874 they are to render the overplus (if any) to the person or 
persons entitled to the same. This sale would not affect such rights as the 
salvors have against the proceeds, and there seems to me to be nothing 
inconsistent in the board also being allowed to enforce by proceedings 
against the proceeds any rights which they may have in respect of damage 
done by The Veritas to their property, and, although they had an option to 
detain the wreck until their e was paid or a deposit made for the 
same, that appears to be only an additional right, and if not exercised that 
does not prevent the board from enforcing by action any claim they may 
have to recover for the damage done to the stage and its connections. The 
second point raised by the salvors was that the board had not a maritime lien 
for their damage. In my opinion, if it be material to decide the point, as the 
law now stands the board had a maritime lien for the damage. It was decided 
in The Bold Buccleugh (7 Moo. P. C. 267) that a maritime lien arises in the 
case of damage done by one ship to another in favour of the injured party. 
In Lord Herschell’s judgment in The Zeta (1893, A. C, 485), after examining 
the cases he came to the conclusion that it is impossible to maintain the 
proposition that the word “ damage” was, according to the well-understood 
meaning of the phrase in the Admiralty Court, confined to damage due to 
collision between two ships. The next and, in my opinion, the real question 
in the case, is whether the claim of the board has precedence over the prior 
lien of the salvors, That salvors have a lien was not disputed ; but there is 
no reported case so far as I am awure in which the question has been raised 
and considered whether a lien for damage takes precedence of a prior lien 
for salvage or not. I can see no satisfactory ground on which the claims of 
an injured party should be postponed to the claim of one who seeks to obtain 
a benefit for prior services rendered to what is in this court commonly 
spoken of as the “ wrongdoing vessel.”” Such principle as can be applied 
and general considerations are, in my judgment, the other way, and even if 
the jaan in this case did not give rise to a maritime lien, but only toa 
right to proceed in rem, it seems to me that the latter right should 
be enforceable in priority to the salvage claims, For all practical 
purposes in a case where the damage comes last the position of 
the injured party so far as regards claims arising prior to the damage 
is much the same whether he has a lien or only a right of process. 
The result is that, in my judgment, the claim of the Mersey Docks and 
Harbour Board comes first ; then the claim of the tugs ; and, lastly, that of 
The Caledonian; and payment out must be made accordingly.—Counsst, 
Carver, K.C., and Batten; Butler Aspinall, K.C., and Maurice Hill; 
Bailhache and W. S. Glynn. Soxicrtors, Thompson § MacMaster, Liver- 
pool; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for ‘Lhorne, Liverpool ; and Hil’, Dickinson, 
§ Oo, Liverpool. 

[Reported by Gwrwne Hat, Barrister-at-Law. | 








It is stated that Mr. Justice Day has taken rooms at Bath for another 
five weeks. He is much improved in health, and is able to take walking 
exercise 


Two Orders ia Council made in virtue of the Foreign Jurisdiction Act, 
1890, are published in the London Gazette for the 26th ult. One relates to 
the provision of Consular Courts for British subjects and other matters in 
the territories of the Sultan of Brunei, and the other empowers the 
Legislative Council of the Colony of Lagos ta exercise jurisdiction in the 





territories called the Lagos Protectorate. 
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institute such inquiry. With a view to the collection of accurate 
LAW SOCIETIES. information as to the working of the the Council issued a circular 
to members in December, 1898, them to furnish information as 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
COUNCIL ELECTION, 1901. 
Report of the scrutineers, to be presented at the adjourned general 
meeting of the society on August 1, 1901: 
We, the underrigned, the scrutineers duly appointed at the general meet- 
ing of the society, held on the 12th of July, 1901, to receive and examine 
the voting papers, and to certify the result of the election of candidates for 
the Council, report as follows :— 
The secretary handed to us, on Tuesday, the 30th of July, a box con- 
taining the voting papers, which he informed us had been placed in it as 
a ky delivered, and they were opened and examined by us. 
e first schedule hereto annexed contains a statement of the total 
number of voting papers received, and the number of papers rejected, with 
the grounds of rejection. 
The second schedule contains a statement of the total number of votes in 
favour of each candidate. 
The third echedule contains the names of those candidates whom we find 
and certify to be duly elected. 
The voting papers have been closed up under our seal. 


Tue First Scugpurz. 
Referred to in the annexed Report. 
Voting Papers Receiwed, Rejected, §c. 


The number of voting papers receiverl was 3,621, of which there were : 
(a) Received after the prescribed. date ann oe SO 


(6) Unsigned ... és sie vee ése eos 28 
(c) Fewer than seven names struck out... ae ioe a 
57 


Tue Seconp Scuevuue. 
Referred to in the annexed Report. 
Votes in favour of each Candidate. 


Total Votes. 
Joseph Addison ‘ 2,251 


Wewyss Henry Atkinson ... 1,397 
Henry Attlee ove eos 2,073 
James Samuel Beale 3,005 
Henry Lloyd Carter 1,122 
Charles Cheston . 2,272 
Harvey Clifton oni ee ove 1,533 
Arthur Hepburn Hastie ... n 1,179 
John Hollams se a ae 2,359 
Edward Percival Whitley Hughes™ 1,182 
William John Humfrys ... ose 2,768 
Edward Uwen Langham . 1,236 
Charles Edward Mathews 2,894 
Joseph Farmer Milne coe 2,642 
Sir A. K. Rollit, LL.D., M.P. 2,662 
Francis Minchin Voules .., Pe 914 
Arthur Wightman one oe o 2,686 
Tue Turrp ScHewve. 
Referred to in the annexed Report. 
Names of Candidates duly Elected. 
Total Votes. 
James Samuel Beale tae 3,005 
Charles Edward Mathews... 2,894 
William John Humfrys 2,768 
Arthur Wightman ... sda 2,686 
Sie A. K. Kollit, LL. D., M.P. 2,662 
Joseph Farmer Milne ue ‘ 2,642 
Jobn Hollams ‘ 2,359 
Charles Cheston : 2,272 
Joseph Addison wos 2,251 
Henry Attlee a in ine ar 2,073 
(Signed) W. J. Fraser, Chairman, 

“ALFRED JONAS. 

(F. Frrzpayne 

WwW. G. BLakiston. 

July 31, 1901. iS. GissIne SKELTON. 





The following dre further extracts from the re, ort of the Council : 

Land Transfer Acts.—The experimental period of three years from the 
making of the first Order in Council, applying the compulsory clauses of 
the Land Transfer Act, 1897, to London, expires o, the 18th of July, 1901. 
The experimental character of this order is clearly shewn by section 20 
of the Act, which prohibits the making of any other order until the 
‘xpiration of three years from the making of the first. At the special 
ret meeting in April last the following reso!ution was passed on 

motion of Mr. Rubinstein: ‘‘That in view of the fact that the 
*xperimental period of three years mentioned im the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, will expire on the 18th of July next, this m is of opinion 
that an inqutry into the system of compuleory registration in London 
should be held, there being now sufficient more for a decision whether 
or not additional difficulty, expense, and delay are ocvasioned thereby 
Without any corresponding advantajze to persons dealing with land. It 


to their transactions in the on a form issued by the 
Council. A considerable -number returns have been received, 
and the information furnished goes to prove that the system entails 
additional expense and delay, and does not simplify or cheapen the 
transfer of land. This information will be available whenever an inquiry 
may be held, and in the meantime members are requested to continue to 
ecjuaint the Council with their experience of the working of the system. 
The Act cannot be applied to any other county except upon the applica- 
tion of the county council. The result of the experiment in London does 
not ap to be calculated to enco any other county to make such 
application. The Corporation of the City of London have succeeded in 
deferring the application of the Act to the city from the lst of May, 1901, 
the ori date, to the 1st of Jan , 1902. The return to the order of 
the House of Commons dated the 25th of May, 1900, shews that for the 
year ending 31st of March, 1900, the receipts from fees under the Land 
Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897, amounted to £17,647, which is in effect an 
extra tax on land owners in the compulsory area, besides which they are 

ut to extra expenee beyond the office fees. Mr. H. D. Greene, 

C., M.P., has again conferred an obligation upon the society by 
obtaining an order for a return of the work done in the Land Registry in 
continuation of the return above mentioned. 

Conveyancing Bills.—It was stated in the annual rep»rt for the year 1900 
that the Council had caused to be draft Bills for the amendment 
of the Conveyancing Acts, Settl 4cts, and Married Women’s 
Property Acts, all the amendments being of an uncontroversial character, 
and that the Bills had been submitted to the Lord Chancellor, 
and had been referred by him to the Government draughtsman 
for consideration. Before the commencement of the present session 
the Lord Chancellor inquired whether the society would wish him 
to introduce the Bills, and the Council expressed a hope that his lordship 
would do so. In reply to a later inquiry the Council were informed that 
the Lord Chancellor had every intention of settling the drafts so as to be 
prepared for introduction, if there should appear to be any reasonable 
prospect of proceeding with them. They have not ) et been introduced. 

Larceny Bill.—A Bill has been introduced in the House of Commons to 
amend the Larceny Act, 1861. It takes the place of a Bill introduced by 
the Attorney-General last session. It purports to repeal sections 75 and 76 
of the Larceny Act, 1861, and to substitute therefor clauses making a 
criminal offence the fraudulent conversion by any person of property with 
which he is entrusted or which he receives for or on account of another. 
The Bill appears to give effect to the recommendation contained in the 
report of the committee of the society ado at the last annual 
general meeting—namely, that the offence should be complete if an agent 
deals with property contrary to.his duty, and in violation of good faith. 

Licensing Bill.—A Bill was introduced by the Bishop of Winchester 
in the House of Lords purporting to give effect to certain recommenda- 
tions of the Commission on Liquor Licensing Laws. It, however, 
went beyond such recommendations and contained clauses to which 
the Council found it to take objection. The first of these 
was a clause which provid that no person should be appointed 
to act in any of the offices therein mentioned, including that of clerk 
to justices, who holds the appointment of solicitor or secretary to, 
or any other professional — in any brewery or distillery 
company, or any i ‘or promoting or i 
of persons the business of brewers, distillers or retailers 
of intoxicating liquor. While the Council quite agree that a justices’ 
clerk should not by himself or his partner act professionally in any matter 
coming before the tribunal whose clerk he is, they oor £0 comes wae 
should be precluded from acting in conveyancing and other maiters for a 
brewery or distillery company, and in fact to im the disqualification 
suggested would in many cases make it impracticable for justices to secure 
the services of the best qualified solicitors as petty sessional clerks. The 
Council accordingly made a tation “in this sente to the 
Bishop of Winchester and also to the Home Secretary, and the clause 
was struck out in committee. The Oouncil also suggested that the 
prohibition against justices’ clerks by themselves or their 
acting in proceedings under the Licensing Acts should be confined to the 
particular district in which they are engaged. Without this limitation 
a solicitor practising in Surrey and acting as clerk to justices for u 
borough or division in that county would be prohibited from attending to 
the licensing business of a client in Yorkshire. An amendment has 
been adopted which limits the disqualification to the district for which the 
clerk acts, and any adjoining district. 

Llandrindod Wells Urban District Council Water Bill.—This Bill contained 
® clause orting to authorize the clerk of the Council not being a 
qualified solicitor to represent the Council in proceedings under any bank- 
ruptcy or deed of composition or t with creditors. The 
promoters would not consent to withdraw the clause or itin a 
manner satisfactory to the society, and a petition against the was 
therefore presented. The clause in question has been struck out. 

Estate Duty on Land Sold under a Trust or Power of Sale —In the annual 
repors for 1900 members were informed of what took place on the occasion 
of the deputation to the Chancellor of the Exchequer. Iu the result the 
Chancellor intimated that he could not then consent to any amendment, 
but stated that he quite admitted that any real im; ent to the transfer 
of laud ought to be removed, aud if, therefore, it should be found that the 
difficulty could not otherwise be overcome, he would be favour- 
ably to consider an amendment of the Finance Act The Council invited 








however, from lies given to questions in the House of 


rep. 
ons, that it is not the preseiat intention of the Government to 


members of the society to assist in procuring the « vidence in question. It 
appears, however, that in practice less difficulty is now experienced in 
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obtaining certificates of payment of the duty when required on comple- 
tion of sales, and for that and other reasons "tne evidence with which the 
Council have been furnished has not been such as to render it necessary 
to make any further representation to the Department on the subject. 

Procedure for Delivery of Solicitors’ Accounts.—At the annual provincial 
meeting, 1900, a suggestion made by the President for the amend- 
ment of the procedure for obtaining delivery of accounts required 
by a client from his solicitor was favourably entertained. The 
Council took the matter into consideration, and suggested to the Rule 
Committee that rules should be made empowering the court or a judge 
application by summons to make an order for delivery of a cash account, 
or the payment of moneys, or the delivery of securities, subject to pro- 
vision for the payment or security of any costs owing or the protection of 
any lien, and also enabling the taxing -master, during taxation, to make an 
interim certificate upon which an order may be obtained for payment of 
any moneys certified to be due. Rules giving effect to these suggestions 
have now been published under the Rules Publication Act, and when made 
will form rules 25 and 26 of order 52. 

Costs of Garnishee Proceedings.—The Liverpool Incorporated Law Society 
called attention to the construction put upon ord. 45, r. 9, of the 
rules and orders of the Supreme Court. The rule purported to give the 
court a discretion as to the costs of the judgment creditor, but, as was 
alleged by the Liverpool Society it was so construed as invariably to 
deprive him of his costs. The Council made inquiry as to the practice in 
London, and found that there was no uniformity, but that some masters 
refused to give the judgment creditor any costs of the application upon 
the ground that the judgment debtor is not present upon it, and ought 
not to have an order for costs made against him in his absence, and that 
other masters allowed the judgment creditor his costs by ordering 
them to be added to the judgment debt, upon the principle that 
the garnishee proceedings are a method of enforcing the judgment 
just as much as a writ of execution. The Council considered that 
the latter was the proper course, and that it was supported by the 
cases of Simmons v. Storer (14 Ch. D., p. 155) and Adlington v. Conyngham 
(1898, 2Q. B. 492). They therefore suggested to the Rule Committee that 
ord. 45, r. 9, should be annulled, and the following rule substi- 
tated: *‘ The costs of any application for an attachment of debts and of 
any proceedings arising from or incidental to such application shall be in 
the diecretion of the court or a judge, and unless otherwise directed shall 
be paid out of the money recovered under the garnishee order, and in 
priority to the amount of the judgment debt.”” This new rule’has been 
published, and will, it 1s hoped, shortly take effect. 

Stamps on Debentures Redcemable at a Premium — Correspondence has 

between the Council and the Commissioners of Inlavd Revenue ss 
to the return of stamp duty paid in consequence of the decision in Anight’s 
Deep (Limited) ¥. Commissioners (1899, 1 Q. B. 345), afterwards reversed on 
appeal, and the commissioners have now arranged to waive the production 
of the debentures as a condition of repayment in all cases in which such 
production can be shewn to be practically impossible, provided that other 
satiefactory evidence can be produced establishing the fact of payment of 
duty and the amount thereof. 

County Court Rules Publication.—As members of the society are aware, 
much inconvenience has been caured by the making of County Court 
Rules without the profession having an opportunity of considering them in 
draft and of offering suggestions. The Council suggested to the Lord 
Chancellor that the Rules Publication Act, 1893, should be amended, so as 
to make it include County Oourt Rules. His lordship has, however, 
intimated that County Oourt Rules will in future be published in draft or 
otherwise fully communicated to those concerned before they are settled ; 
and as in the present condition of Parliamentary work it would be exceed- 

difficult to obtain legislation on such a point, the profession are 
indebted to the Lord Chancellor for the arrangement now made. 

County Courts.—In the annual report for 1899 reference was made to the 
rejection by the House of Commons of the Bill promoted by the Chambers 
of Commerce to increase the common law jurisdiction to £1,000, without 
entitling a defendant as of right to remove a case exceeding £100 to the 
High Court. The County Court Committee appointed by the society in 
1895 (consisting partly of members of the Council and partly of ordinary 
members, especially country members representing Provincial Law 
Societies) had recommended in their first report—adopted by the Council 
—that permissive jurisdiction up to £1,000 was desirable, but that any 
larger exclusive jurisdiction than £100 would unduly interfere with the 
High Courts. it is understood that the Ohambers of Oommerce 
have resolved io reintroduce their Bill on the lines of the rejected one, 
except altering the £1,000 to £500, the removal by defendants of cases 
beyond £100 not being made a matter of right, but dependent upon special 
cause shewn. The Bill has not, however, been introduced. The Council, 
on the recommendation of the County Court Committee, intend to prepare 
8 Bill or Bills for increasing the exclusive common law juriediction to £100 
and for improving the procedure on the lines of the first report of the 
committee. 

Solicitors’ Certificates.—Members are aware that in the year 1899 an 
jpn was made to the Divisional Court by a solicitor to whom 

society had refused to issue a practising certificate on the ground, 
amop others, that he was an undischarged bankrupt The 
case d 80 L.T.R. 720 and 47 W. R. 575, and is generally 
known as Sharman’s case. The decision was to the effect that the societ 
had a discretion as to the issue of certificates. Having regard to th 
decision, the Council caused a search to be made, going back some eight 
or ten years, for the names of solicitors who were undischarged bankrupts. 
To the bulk of these the society refused to issue certificates in November, 
1900, and the matter came before the Master of the Rolls on appeal on 
the 15th of December, 1900. The appellants strongly urged tit the 





decision of the Divisional Court in Sharman’s case was incorrect, and with 
the object of giving them an pe agemgy of reviewing the decision the 
Master of the Rolls made an o: in the following terms: ‘* Order 
that in each of the cases in which applications have this day 
been made to the Master of the Rolls the registrar is to issue 
certificates for the coming year 1900-1, the applications to be renewed 
befors the expiration of such certificates on the 15th of November, 1901, 
It is understood that proceedings will be taken to review the judgment in 
In re A Solicitor (80 L. T. BR. 720).”” Having regard to this order the 
Council did not think it right to refuse to issue certificates for the current 
year to solicitors who were in the same position as the appellants. No 
effectual step has been taken to get the judgment in Sharman’s case 
Boe stated by th id the special general in Ji 
As was y the president at the special general meeting an 
last, the Council fully intend to support the decision if it is stashed, ent 
in order, if posiible, to avoid any question in November next as to the 
society’s right to refuse the certificates of undischarged bankrupt solicitors 
they caused a Bill to be prepared expressly giving the society that right. 
poe Alverstone kindly introduced the Bill. It has passed the House of 
8. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to announce the sudden death, at the age of sixty-five, of Mr. 
Wa rer Boucuer James, the senior partner in the firm of James & James, 
of 23, Ely-place, Holborn-circus. He left England with a nephew on the 
9th of July for a short holiday in Norway, and had arrived at Balholm, 
on the Sogne Fjord, where he was taken suddenly ill, and after a day’s 
illness died on Sunday, the 14th of July. He was buried there two days 
later. Mr. James was articled in Carlisle in 1853 to his brother-in-law, 
the late Mr. John Nanson, then town clerk of that city, and came to 
London early in 1860, when he joined the then firm of James & Ourtis 
(who were Mr. Nanson’s London agents), first as managing clerk and then 
as partner. From that time to his death he carried on business in the 
same house in Ely-place. Mr. James, who never married, was one of the 
most kindly and unselfish of men, and was ever ready with sympathetic 
counsel and substantial help when appealed to by those in trouble. He 
will be greatly missed by a large circle of clients and friends. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLUTION. 
Cuartes Girpert Suzrwoop and Orci BAtts, solicitors (Sherwood & 
Balls, in London, and Marsh, Sherwood, & Co., at Kingston-on-Thames), 34, 


Essex-street, Strand, London, and at Kingston-on-Thames. May 9. 
[ Gazette, July 26. 








GENERAL, 


On the 26th ult. the Royal Assent was given to the Finance Act and 
Isolation Hospitals Act. 


The Master of the Rolls has been absent from the Court of Appeal, owing 
to illness, since Tuesday in this week, but he was expected to resume his 
attendance on Saturday. 


“There have been many instances of late,’? remarks the 7imes, “in 
which the House of Lords has shewn itself indis , toa degree rarely 
before known, to regard the views of the Court of Appeal as of much con- 
sequence. Witness the decision the other day in the trade unions case, 
and the still more striking instance of the action brought for a wrong 
alleged to be done in the territorial waters of the Sultan of Muscat,.’’ 


Mr. F. A. Inderwick, K.C., is, says the Daily Telegraph, shortly to be the 
recipient of a mark of favour from the benchers in hisinn, His labours 
in preparing for publieation the records of the Inner Temple are to be 
acknowledged by the presentation of a piece of plate—to wit, a silver bowl, 
borne triumphantly on the broad backs of three-winged horses, fashioned 
in the same precious metal. It may now be seen in the Inner Temple 

all. 


On Monday, says the St. James’s Gazeltc, while the judges’ carriage was 
proceeding from the Assize Court at Li 1 to Newsham House, where the 
judges lodge, a lady cyclist rode out of a side street and was run over by the 
carriage, which was occupied by Mr. Justice Ridley, Mr. Justiee Bucknill, 
and the High Sheriff. The wheel went over the ledy’s chest, and she 
appeared to be considerably hurt. The judges shewed great concern for 
her, and sent a doctor to attend her at her home. 


A brass tablet in memory of Sir Frank Lockwood was, says the 7ime, 
unveiled in Manchester Grammar School on the 25th ult. by Mr. Justice 
Ridley. It bore the following inscription: ‘In memory of Sir Frank 
Lockwood, born 1846, died 1897, M.P. for York and Solicitor-General, who 
was proud to have been a scholar at the Manchester Grammar School.” 
Mr. Sociae Ridley said Sir Frank Lockwood was q man who possessed 
qualities which endeared him to everybody. He was adroit, quick, 
brilliant and eloquent, and was universally Joved for his kindness and 
unselfishness. 


The following will be the chief subjects for discussion at the twentieth 
conference of the International Law Assoviation, which will be held under 
the presidency of the Lord Chancellor, at es on August 20 to 23: 
August 20.—Inaugural address by the president of the conference, 
international arbitration, marriage lawe—papers by Mr. Justice Philli- 
more, Dr. Henry Goudy, Regius professor of civil law in the University of 
Oxford, Mr, R. V. Campbell, advocate, sheriff of Berwickshire, discussion. 
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August 21.—International rules of marine insurance—paper by Mr. T. G. 


Carver, K.C., general average. August 22.—Execution of fo judg- 
ments, ing evidence of witnesses in foreign countries, ion of 
Scottish to ch law, foreign curators of lunatics in English courts— 


by Mr. A. Wood Renton, LL.B., the expediency of uniformity in 

procedure of courts of civilized countries with regard A as me 

litigants (assistance judiciaire). August 23.—Responsibility of neutral states 
for the acts of their citizens. 

Considerable progress has, says the Dai/y Telegraph, been made with a 
great ground plan of London shewing the various ownerships in the 
coun The work has been in hand for more than five years, and deals 
with the proprietorship of ninety-two square miles of the metropolitan area, 
representing 5,712 freeholders, and only: wenty-six square miles now 
remain to be mapped out. The committeei n charge of the work has met 
with several refusals to supply particulars, but the information has been 
obtained automatically from other sources, and now only 150 refusals have 
yettobetreated. Up to the present the committee has ded £3,705 upon 
the work, in addition to which there has been a further expenditure of 
about £135 in preparing an annual map, shewing the —— of buil 
operations in the county from year to year. The Local Government Boa’ 
has expressed its approval of this plan, and intimated that it will be of 

¢ assietance in the arrangement of polling districts, while it will also 
valuable to the School Board in fixing upon new sites. 


The tendency of legislation in the United States, has, says the Albany 
Law Journal, been to remove entirely the common law disabilities of the 
married woman and to eecure to her the management and control of her 
own property, with power to contract concerning it, and also to largely 
increase both her individual rights and liabilities. And now, with the 
close of the century which has done so much for the weaker sex, we have 
a decision to the effect that she may be, for legal purposes, the actual 
head of the family. The case in point is that of Mrs. Marion H. Richard- 
son, who a a store, ran the village post-office, and was the breadwinner 
of the family. Judge Waddill, of the United States District Court, was 
not able to divest himeelf of the idea that being a woman she could not 
be the head of the family, but the United States Circuit Court of Appeals, 
reversing his decision, held that a wife may be the head of the family 
legally as well as actually. The judgment says that when an intelligent, 
active, industrious, frugal woman finds she has married a man who, 
instead of coming up to the standard of a husband, is a mere d dent, 
who acknowledges that he is only a helpmate to his wife, obeys her 
instructions, pours his little earnings into ber lap, acknowledges her to be 
and always to have been the head of the family and leaves to her its 
support, if would be contradictory of fact and an absurd construction of 
law to say that he, and not she, is the head of the family. Under the 
circumstances of the case, the petitioner, a married woman living with her 
husband, is entitled to the homestead exemption, and there was error in 
refusing to allow such claim. 


At the Stafford Aesizes, says the Times, Mr. Justice Wright, with a 
common jury, sat specially by adjournment from the last assizes to take 
the findings of the jury in the case of The King v. The Staffordshire and 
Worcestershire Canal Co., which had in the meantime been before his lord- 
ship in London for legal argument. The prosecution was instituted by the 
Staffordshire County Council. Two bills of indictment were preferred 
against the canal company. ‘The first indictment alleged a failure to 
repair a bridge at Penkridge, and a second count alleged that the 
detendants had failed to repair ‘‘ certain parts of the highway ad joining 
the east and west ends of the bridge, ana a distance of 300ft. thereof.’ 
The second indictment was similar, but in respect of a bridge in the parish 
of Kinver. It was stated that these were test cases, and there were no 
fewer than 400 bridges, in respect of which the liability to repair would 
depend upon the present decision. The canal and the bridges in question 
were constructed under an Act of 1766 (6 Geo. 3, c. 97), which gave 
otal to the company to construct the canal and to make all necessary 

ges. Part of section 55 runs : ‘* And the said company of proprietors, 
their successors and assign, shell not make the said cut or phn or apy 
trench or watercourre, or any part thereof in or across any common 
highway, public bridleway or footpath until such time as they shall at 
their own proper charges have made and perfected such bridge or bridges 
over . . . the said places where the said cut, canal, treneh, or water- 
course respectively shall be intended to be made for such road .. . 
and all such gates, stiles, bridges, arches, and other conveniences 80 to be 
made shall from time to time be supported, maintained, and kept in 
sufficient repair by the said company of proprietors, their successors and 
asigns.’’ ‘Ihe county council’s contention was that the Statute of 
Bridges (22 Hen. 8, c. 5) applied, and that there was, therefore, a 
liability to repairyhe 300 t. of highway at the ends of the bridges. On 
the other side the canal company eaid that that statute did not 
pel and that the provision of the Act of 1766 imposed no 
ity to keep in repair the roadway and the approaches. 
Wright, J., held that in law there was a liability upon the defendants to 
Tepair, and that the liability held good to the extent to which the two 
in question were admittedly out of repair, by virtue of the special 

Act of 1766, under which the bridges were constructed, but he did not 
give any aecision as to whetber the statute of Bridges applied and whether 
the liability held fur the whole 300ft. on either side as laid down in that 
tlatute, and as contended by the prosecution—a controversy which he left 
to be decided in some other litigation. He amended the indictments 
tccordingly by striking out the “‘300ft.’’ and substituting therefor the 
figures of the extent of the disrepair in the two casos. Upon these 
stments the juries found vordicts ot guilty. No judgment was, how- 
ever, pronounced, the defendants through their counsel undestultne to 
proceed with the necessary repairs at once. 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE 


Rota or Registrars 1s ATTENDANCE OF 


Emercency Aprzan Covrr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Rora. No. 2. Kexewics. Brass. 
Mr. Pemberton Mr. Jackson Mr. Beal Mr. Pugh 
Jackson ; R. Leach Carrington 
ye |S ga R. Leach Carrington 
Beal Pemberton R. Leach Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy. Farwe.. Bucs.ey. Joyce, 

5 Mr. King Mr. W. Leach Mr. Farmer Mr. Godfrey 
Church Greswell Godfrey Farmer 
oes W. Leach Church 
King W. Leach Farmer Greswell 
Church Greswell Godfrey W. Leach 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
RESULTS OF SALES. 
Revensions, Lire Pouicies, anp SHAREs. 


Messrs. H. E. Fosrer & Cranriecp were successful in selling the following Interests 
at their Periodical Sale No. 696, at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last :— 


REVERSIONS : 6. 
Absolute to One-seventh of Freeholds, &c., producing £540 16s. 
per annum ;life65_... ar ees a oe «. Bold 650 0 
Absolute to One-Seventh of £5,780; life 70 ... aS iS ow oo 8 0 
bsolute to One-sixth of about £4,310; lives 70 and 68... | ee 
LIFE POLICIES : 
For £1,000; life64 .. ose ove ooo eee coe wee mm ae BS 
For £500; life ain <i Supply 00.” at “Tat, Beensias » 19 0 
SHARES in Hamps ectric . 3 119 5 per ve 
Preference Shares of £5 each, fully paid ... z a -— 69 10 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, July 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limirsep in CHANCERY. 


. Co, Limrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their 
pen ye salsasen, and the purtioutan of thelr Gobte ar Gleieen, 60 Sein Gordon 


Langton, 6a, Austinfriars 
Ecuipse Tyres, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 28, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert Alfred 
Pepper, 14, Temple st, Biri . Rowlands & Co, Birmingham, solors to liquidator 
QGvUARANTEE AND GENERAL TRADING CorPoRaTion, Lunrep—Peta for winding up, presented 
July 22, directed to be heard Aug 7. Russell & Arnholz, 17, Great Winchester st. solors 
fur petmer — SE SEE Eee Pee 
the afternoon 
H. U, Owrram & Sg fo Deeeters ay 7 ape one ay oy above ~ 
distinct faom the firm vu, Owtram now carrying on business) are 
eaeioed, on 3, to send their names and addresses, and the i 
nor oy ee See, 71, King st, Manchester. w & Co, 
Manchester, or liqu ‘ i 
Kent Coat Exprroration Co, Limrrep -Creditors are required, on or before Aug 19, to 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 


Henry Pannell, 18, : 

Kent Goat Finaxce anp Devetorment Co, Limrrep—Creéitors are required, on or before 
Aug 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to 
Wiliam Henry Pannell, 13, Basinghall st 

Kent VoLueries Corroratioy, Liuirsp—Creditors are required, on or before Monday, 
mH ) Ty, ~~ — ebm aepemmeatad their debts or claims, 
to William 13, 

Romrorp Conservative Cus Co, Luursep—Crediters are required, on or before 6, to 
send their names and addresees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

John Hunt, South st. Romford 


Surewesury anp Tarsot & T. Cas anv Norsecess Tyre Co, Liurrep—Creditors are 
required, on or before Sept 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their d-bts or claims, to Howard Unwin, 24, Page st, Westminster. Hadden & Oo, 
New sq, ’s inn, solors for liquidator 

(SourH AmERIcOA) Trinipap AsrHaLt Pavine Co, Lumrrep (1x Liquiparron)—Creditors 
are req’ on or before Sept 30, to send their names and addresses 
of their debts or claims, to John Hemmant, $0, Cannon st. Adkin, Laurence Pountnaey 
hill, solor to liquidator 

County Patatins or Lancasrss. 
Luarsp m Cuanomay. 

Eyeuisu Invusrriats, Lowreo—Petn for winding up, presented June 20, directed to be 
heard before the Vice-Ubuancellor at the Assize Manchester, on sags. 
at 1030. Rogerson & Sutcliffe, 6, 8t James's sq, , solors for petner. No 
of appearing must reach the above-named not sater than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of 

Aug 3 


London Gazetie.—Tutspay, July 30. 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 


Limurrep mm CBancery, 
Buacxsuan Enuinesrine Co, Lawrrep (ux Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 


before Sept 7, to names and and the particulars of their debts and 
on, © & Se eee, ae ee Mareden & Marsden, 
solors to liquidator. 
Ouunpmane Bounat Ce. Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 7, to send 
ck Decieieohan, NB. Bias cure & Mats Carlisle, eolore to liquidator ‘ 
Blacks ett, .B. 
Narau Tone Co, Limirsp—Creditors are req’ on or before Sept 30, to send their 
names and ad the particulars of 


dresses, 
bens, 6, Clement's lane, Trinder & Co, Leadenh 


Ustowrep tv CHayncrry. 

Ay.iessuny Marxer Co—Petn for up, presented July 25, directed to be heard on 
‘Aug 7. Gedge & Co, 11, Gt George at, estminster, for Horwood & James, Aylesbury 
solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-mamed not later than 
6 o'clock im the afternoon of Aug 6 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazetie.—Fripay, July 26, 
Arveuiz, Exizasers, Chingford, Essex Aug 23 Frere & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ANDERTON, JAMES, Preston Sept 30 W & RY Ascroft, Preston 
Barrett, Jonn, Gt Massingham, Norfolk, Grocer Augi9 Mellor, Downham Market 
Bavevust, Euiza ANNE, Gravelly Hill, Warwick Sept7 Brooks, Birmingham 
Bett, ~~ Burnt Ash Bill, Kent Aug 31 Needham & Co, New ion 
Bown, Josern NaTuanien Hut ME, a Tee Yorks ane ot 24 Barr & Co, Leeds 
Bow es, Grorce, ——- Builder Sept Kesteven, Bheftield 
Brume.t, Grorcz, Morpeth. Solicitor pod 20 Brumell & Sample, Morpeth 
Buu, James Gorpox, Portedown rd, Paddington Sept 7 “Handley & Go, Warwick | 
Cuaupecort, Arrnur, Dorking Augi7 Down & Co, Do: 
Cross, MatrHew, Ironmonger, — Aug 24 pA ny & On Cs rdiff 
Dorre., Epwarp, Trentham, Licensed Victualler Aug 23 Walters, Stone, Staffs 
Dovatas, Tuomas Jonny, Alnwick, Northumberland, Merchant Tailor Aug 20 

Newcastle upon Tyne 

Garrsips, Mania, Laeeent Sept 30 Harrison & Burton, Liverpoo 
Gowan, Sornia Cano.ine, Park sq West, Regent’s Park Aug 20 D Miller & Co, Salter’s 


hall ct 
Grauam, Constance Hevena, Netherby, Cumberland Sept 16 Leman & Co, Lincoln’s 


inn flelas 

ne — Stapenhill, Burton upon Trent Aug 3l J & WJ Drewry, Burton 
yy 

GuirriTH, James, Longaight, Manchester, Cashier Aug 26 Scholes, Manchester 

Hat, James Griryrrn, Swansea, Surgeon Aug 31 Strick & Co, Swansea 

Hoan, Frayx. Brighton, Painter Sept 17 Evershed & Co, Brighton 

Ince, Fa EL Freperick, Brighton, Ticket Collector Aug 28 Edwards & Cohen, 

lem-n st 

Jowzs, Ricuarp, Lianerchymedd, Anglesey Aug 17 Rowland, Bangor 

Joxzs, Sypvey, Cymmau, Hope, Fiint Roe-Browne, Wrexham 

KiuMiGs, Many, Scarborough Aug27 W & W 8 Drawbridge, Scarborough 

LancastEr, JAMES, Boston Oct1 Millington & Simpsen, Boston 

Laz, Kowis PAuen, Cardiff, Brick Manufacturer Aug 24 Roberts, Newport, Mon 

Lewis, ANcHARAD, Y! ‘niais, Brecon Aug3t Evans, Brecon 

Lyoys, Henry, seresford rd, Highbury, Picture Frame Manufacturer Aug 26 Hulbert 
& Co, Broad st bidgs, Liverpool st 

Martin, Mary Lipprooxe Hun _ Holland rd, Kensington Sept 30 Johnson & Master, 
Theobald’s rd, Bedford ro 

Mawen, Ayn, Pitsmoor, Sheffield Sept 7 Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 

Mayo, ARTHUR, —_, am, Builder Sept i Price & Atkins, Birmingham 

Mepicrart, Rev Jous, Bursiem, Staffs Sept 14 Ellis, Burslem 

Mipp.etos, Marcaret, Ware, Hers Sept 30 Gisby, Ware 

Pracuey, Evizasera, and Exiza Fisnen, Volchester Aug 31 Cross & Ram, Halesworth 

Puartrort, Mary Cuantorre, Hammersmith Sept 5 Baileys & Co, Berners st 

Pirxineton, Sir Lione, MiLporne Eenennee, Chevet Park, nr Wakefield Sept 14 
U & Co, Lincoln’s inn field: 

Rarray, a Joseru, Market pl, Oaford Market Aug 12 Bilaber, Gt Castle st, 


en, 


Roserts, Tuomas, Madog Bryngwran, Anglesea, seen Augi7 Rowland, Bangor 

Rosz, Joun, Skirbeck, Lincs Augi7 Snaith, Bosto . . 

Rowpow Pui.ir, Catford Aug 3i Kiog-Stephens, Bese st, Strand 

Sitver, Frayces, Weybridge Aug 31 Needham & Co, New ian 

Summons, Amy. funbridge Wella Sept 23 cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 

Srursos, Boseet, Percy Main, Northumberland, Agriculturist Sept 14 Brown & Son, 
Newcastie upon Tyne 

Suita, Sreruen. Northampton Aug24 Dunicliffe, Burton on Trent 

Spencer, Exizasetru, Tynemouth Aug 30 Duncan, Noith Shields 

Srencer, Avaustis Ae XANDER, a ham Park —_ 4 Phelps & Co, Aliermanbury 

Srriurvcs, Tuomas, Bramley, Yorks, Printer — ir Banks & Co, Bradford 

Tay or, Jopy, Skir 2eck, Lincs Sept 6 BStaniland, Boston, Lincs 

Warsox, Henry Ennest, Ainger rd, Primrose Hill Aug 19 Spargo, South sq, Gray’s 
inn 

Weaver, Samve., Clifton on Teme, Worcester Aug 2? Foster, Gt Malvern 

Wittiams, Sypyer Hawken, Hemingford House, Huntingdon Oct 
Huntingdon 

Wrss, Tuomas Dunn, Alne, nr Easingwold Aug 31 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

Yockxey, ALFRED, saul, nr ’Btonehouse, Glos Aug 29 Stroud, Cheltenham 


23 Fowler, 








London Gazette,—Tusrspay, July 30. 
Grocer A 


Baurogp, Simon, Rochdale, ug 24 Osborne, le 
Basserr, Tuomas, {Hildenborough, Kent, Farmer Aug & J H & J ¥ Johnsoa, 
's inn 


BAYLIFFE, ase Clifton, Bristol Aug 31 Wood, Bristol 
BEARDMOBE, Marrna, Wolstanten 2 Till, Newcastle under Lyme 
a CHARLES Wiitiam, North Kilworth, Leicester Sept 14 


Bo 
Benaz, Jonv, Waldron, Sussex, Farmer Aug 31 Hillman, —_ 
Bit, meng Wolverhampton Aug 19 bam 8 & bene cop ne ashe xa, Bir nll 
BILLINGHAM, RY _ ockley, n ) ming’ 
ILLING = ept 


Watson & 


Brown, ~~ a, eS A . on 1 > 
Cooxsry, LEAH, ug Hooper ‘airbairn y 
Davigs, Wansam, Ga cari Sept 2 & Go, Cardiff 


Drisco.., Acygs, Ma oe 5 Ruscombe & Go, Bridgwate 
Fortnam, JOHN, taowgh § Sept5 EB & H squire, Gt oe st, "Bedford row 
Foster, denny *Epwix, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Auctioneer Sept 2 Thomvons & Co, 


Cornhill 
Fyson, Emme cine, Mare st, Hackney Augi6 Bye & Ennion, Soham, Cambs 
Gorpon, CaRo.ine, Ham Sept1¢é Emmet & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Haptey, Feurx. Gorphwysfa Conway, Carnarvon Sept 1 Hadley & Dain, Birmingham 
Hance AV £, Evuen, Suen Sept 8 Gaulter, + ir 

Hazper, Saran, Bury Sept 7 ocdcock & Son, Le 

Hasznor, Jouy, Merchant a 17 Kent & Ho'royd, Liverpool 
HotiamsBy, THomas, Ashurst, =~ Bi Pearless & Scns, Kast Grinstead 

Jamis, SARAH, pt 6 


Legs, Frances, Oldham ay ein Oldham 

Low, Jsss1z, Manor a Aug 3i Payne & Os, Manchester 
Low, Marrua, Aug 31 Payne & Co, Mancheste 

McGonic.e, Saseens oe Beerselier A’ Hubberstey, 


ug 24 Preston 
Mack, a on Whitehill, Camberley Aug 31 Reed & ited, Guildhall chmbry, 


Mawwine, Hengy, Graveley, Hunts Sept16 Marchant & Co, College st 
MaxzsHart, Mary, Crawcrook, Durham Seg T a oS mm. Ne weastle upon Tyne 
Mason, Jouy, Samlesb ury, Lancs Aug24 Hubberstey, Pres : 
ME.Lv =~ James, Heaton, Newcastle upon Tyne, Boilersmith _* 31 Smirk, Newcastle 


Siete tae, Rochdale Aug 31 Chadwick, Rochds] 
mee vA, York tat, Regent’s Park Sept 12 Horsley & Weightman, Guildhall 
ib: 


Basioghall st 
PALMER, aed Enfield, Lith pher Aug 3l Merriman & Co, Mitre court, Temple 
4 Nance, Byating 


Parry, Epwarp Humrrreys, = A 

Prarson, Joun, Lane Side, nr New Mills, by, Yeoman Aug 26 Johnsons, Stockport 
Poo., GEORGE ALFRED, Askern, nr Doncaster Aug 31 Thorneycroft, Harlow, Evsex 
Ramspen, AmeEwis, Keighley, Yorks “ 20 Lister & Turner, Keighley 

Rois, HERBERT JosErn, arnish Manufacturer Sept4 A &H White, 


Gt Marlborough st 
Suaw, Davin, Norbury Moor, Stockport Sept 6 a & Jepson, Manchester 

SuirH, Exiza ANN, Shortlands, Kent Aug 25 Fenchurch bidgs 

SmiTu, Gzorer, Steventon, Hants Sept 10 Lamb & Co, ~—~—4 

Srenc, Apo.ru, zeae, | ln, Southwark Sept 14 Hillearys, Fenchurch bldgs 

Usmson, Jonny, nm. Lancs, Beerseller Sept2 Sixsmith, Oldbam 

Wavxer, Rosert oy CE Visseumbes, Osborne ter, Clapham rd. Walker, New Malden, 


Surrey 

Wesenaa th CHARLES Dauar ne, Colwick vale, Nottingham, Corn Factor John Walker 
Thirkill Webster, Nottingham 

Wurrrsxker, Jave, Oldham, Licensed Victualler Sept 2 Sixamith, Oldham 

Woop, Frep, Galifax Aug 3i Jones, Halifax 

Woop, Tuomas, Chester, Ironmonger Aug10 Humphreys, Chester 

Woop, WitiiaM GzorcE, Kentish Town rd, Fruiterer Aug 30 Rutter & Co, Norfolk a, 


Strand 
Woone Ars, Francis, Brighton Aug 31 Yates, Chancery In 








WakNI1NG TO INTENDING House Purcuasgerns AND Lesszxs.—Before put 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Tested and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering 
Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fes 
quoted on receipt of ‘fall particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
“Sanitation,” London. Telephone, “‘ No. 316 Westminster.’’—[Apvr.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, July 25. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 
Attack, Jon» Cuages James, —s Leeds, Compositor 
Leeds Pet July 20 Ord July 20 
Avetix, Tuomas Maptin, Leeds, Chimney Repairer Leeds 


vet July 23 Ord July 23 


| Humpugegys, Exoca, Snot, House Agent Plymouth 


| Huw, Marruew, Longeroft, Rasher. Yorks, Innkeeper | 
Bradford Pet July 22 Ord Jul 

Hvuwt.ey, Faanx, Newport, Mon, Builder Newport, Mon 
vet July 23 Ord July 23 

Lomas, Water, 8t Anne’s on os Sea, Lancs, Draper 


Tuner, Gzonce Ricuarp, Newcastle be Lyme, Out 
fitter Ganley Pet July 13 Ord July 22 
Warps, Witt Sour ase, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pe 
July 23 Ord July 23 
Amended notice substiuted for that published in the 
Gazette of July 19: 


Benson, Witi1am Nicnowsoy, North panes, Innkeepet 


Pet Suy 23 Ord July 23 Preston Pet J Ord Jul Middlesborough Pet July2 Ord Jul 
Baxtez, Wiii1am AnpRewe, Stourbridge, Worcs, Com- m Pet June 29 uly 23 eeeetnss 7 yi 

mercial freveler Sigh’ Court Pet June 5 Ord g | Monee, Seen, Sey sae, Boot Dealer Bolton Pet FIRST MEETINGS. 

July 23 | Mot y J 0 Gt” Grimab Boot Dealer Gt G b | Arrack, Joun Cuanves James, Armley, Leeds, Composit# 
Bzseixatox, Faepericx, Crumpsall, Manchester, Cheese | ”° Pet July 23 Ord Jul uly 23 yom ee rimeby Aug 2 at 1t Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds ‘ 

— Manchester Pet June 40 Ord | Manstox, Gaonox, Walsall, Police Constable Walsall —_— one Py ea bed Manus 

| ‘et July 19 Ord July 19 

Bris —_— a ee Fish Merchant Gt Grimsby Mits, Bamoet, Wars, Diford, Coal Merchant Chelmsford Bansor, Wuussax Miowotsoy, Korth Oemesby, Yorks 
Bzxwetr, Leon, Abertillery, Mon, Upholsterer Tredegar | 7 ¥ 4 . y borough 

Pet July 11 Ord July 2% tA Meges | a pews Oe tt when Mare, Grocer | Betts. Seamae Everitt, Norwich, Restaurant Manag? 
Brooxs, Wiiit1am, Stapenhill, Derbys, Collier Burton on owe —y - Aug 3 at 12 Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 


Trent Pet July 24 Ord July 24 July 10 
Broventos, Faeperic«, Leicester, Ticket Writer Leicester | N - 4 C 

Pet June 26 Ong Jely 38 oe nee 
Brows, Fraycis, arnaryon, Steam Laundry | 
Proprietor ~~ oe es J Fly 23 Ord July 23 
Brows, — 


Dats, Provision Dealer | July 23 Ord July 23 


Newbury Pet July z 4 ro Jul 
Buows, Fueperice, Aldershot, Co ierchant Guildford , 
Pet Juiy 24 Ord Jury 24 | Ord July 24 
Davy, Maxis Avams, Birmingham, Court Usher | | RerramUcies, Gotriies, 


birminghsm Pet July 22 Ora July 22 Traveller 
Devos, Hewry Cuantes, Church row, Aldgate, Envelope | | Roszsrs, 

addresser High Court Pet Julyé Ord July 23 May 13 
Forpnam, Cuantes Lzoxanp, Rochford, Eesex, butcher 

Chelmsfora Pet Juiy 23 Ord July 23 


Ord July 


Giesox, Coantes Witiiam, Beesto., Rotts, Lace Dealer's | | Scorn, ~ Ww, Maidenhead, Tobacconist Windsor — June 
26 


Astistant Nottingham Pet wy 2 Ord July 24 Ord July 20 


Gu, Peren, Caste Northwich, Cheshire, Pork Satcher Sue.ciagp, Joun Tomas, Mahim yard igteaston, Shoemaker | 
Crewe } Leicester Pet July 23 Ord Jul 
Grezexwoop Grorce Witiiam, Cn = a Yorks, Grocer Orne, Jone MitcHEeLmore Sovengee, Builder Plymouth 
Bradford July 22 Ord July 22 
Boot Dealer | ranean, Joszru Hewsry, Malton, Yorks, Confectioner | 
carborough Pet July 22 2 Ord July 22 


Pet July 23 Ord July 23 


Pet July 23 Ord July 23 


Hatewoopv, Jouy, Lanacre, nr sereagodt, 


Aw 


Liverpool Yet July 2 Ord July 
Roserr Berar, 
out ret July 28 Ord July 23 
oo Epwanp Coutoyr, 
Kingston, Lurrey, 


Dalston, Sale senudestares High | 8: rom, feast Ashiey 
| Tone Epwaxc, Jouth P 


es, Tailor 
Plymouth 


Kingston Tham 
Pet July 23 ord July 23 





| Nasca, Wiiitam, Barbican High Court Pet MayS Ord 
Hevey, 
Warringtoa Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
Postie, Witi1am, Norwich, Beer Retailer 
| Parsrer. Frevericx Eve yy, Porchester square mews, | 
Paddington, Horse Dealer High Court Pet July 24 | 
Green, Co 
Edmonton Pet July 23 Ord July 23 


— Lig ey ew North rd, Hoxton. sag Cabinet 
High Court July 


| 
| 
| 
Marcazer, peaen, Anglesey Bangor Pet | at12 sankrupte , Carey st 
| Evans, Bras Jouy, Benyigais Glam. Colliery 
aug 2 136, b hyr Tydfil 
Pet July 24 Ord | Freeman, fen t sq Surgeon Aug 8 at 
| ban bldgs, Carey st 
GareEzNwoop, 


uly 28 Ord July 23 
etherwin, eae, Merchant | 
Pet Juyil Ord July 24 | 


Bisssown, Rosert James, Silverdale, Lancs, Grocer Aw 
2atil Off Rec, 14 Chapel st, Preston 
Bowevw, Davip Dawe, Marian Glas, Anglesea, Grow 
ug 2 at 3.39 chmbrs, Eastga.e row, Chester 
Bravy, Frepenick Bevay, Hove Aug2at3i5 Off 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Cox, Cuantes, Hanwell ‘Aug 3 at 1 12 Off Rec, 95, Te 
ple combrs, Temple av 
Dovesnow, James. Westgate. Otley, Yorks, Boot Dealt 
Aug 8at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Exuis, ARTHUR Hewgy, Abvey rd, St John’s Wood Angi 


Warrington, Confectioner 


Norwich Pet 


Wood 


BORGE ary AM, Skipton, Yorks, @ 
Aug2atli Off Rec, 3 row, B ‘ord 
| Howerwoop, Davin, Gone" sd, — hill, Bagi 
Aug?9at12 Bankraptcy Carey s' 
| Seanaal Wit1am, and Epwaro Jornpax, Old 4¢ Onde 
prictors aug 2 at 2.30 Bankruptoy vite ee 
Kwicut, Sypyzy, Barnstaple, 
& Sons, High st, Barnsta: a 
Livwett, Joux~ Goopman, A Cheshire, 


Manofacturer A at 12.30 Off Reo, 
chmbrs, Market pl, Licekport 


Miller Aug 
Down, Bristol, Grocer Bristol 















































ohnson, 






ateon & 


s & Co, 


ogham 


chmbrs, 


Tyne 
lewcastle 


Guildhall 
mple 
3tockport 


98ex 


H White, 


w Malden, 
n Walker 


(orfolk at, 


ore put 
oroughly 
rineering 
er. Fe 
legrams, 
Apvt.] 


yme, Out 
Leeds Pel 
d in the 

Innkeepe 


Composite 
anufactum 


Yorks, Ine 
d, Middle 


1t Manag? 
rocer Aw 
sea, Grow 
Cheater 

5 Off Ba 
c, 06, Tem 
302t Dealt 
‘ood Aug! 
ry Labs 
ug 8 at 2 
rks, Gre 
ford 

ill, Bog 
st, Cab 


at 2 


hee hire, 
Reo, 
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Iwoas, Joun Henry, Bessecarr Manor Farm, nr Doncaster, 
_ aoe 8 Bailiff Aug2atil Off Ree, Trinity House 


McK xp, Percy, and Cuartzes Danum McKzganp, Stock- 
port. Leather ther Merchants aug 2at12 Off Rec, County 
chmbrs, Market pl, Sto:kport 

Macquzex, JAmEs, and Jozx Macqursen, Old Jewry 
— Merchants Aug9at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

ey Bt 
Francis D’Oyitey, Swansea, Coal Merchant 
Aug 2at12.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Newr.L, Percy Vernoy, Walthamstow, Blouse Manu- 
facturer Aug7 at 2.30 Fi na bl Carey st 

Warrington, ectioner Aug 

6 Courthouse, Palmyra sq, Warrington 

PicktEs, Jonn Tuomas, pee Yorks, Publican Aug 2 
at 3.30 Off Bank chmbrs, Batley 

PRITCHARD, Roper Epwarp, Lianfairpwllgwyngyll, 
Anglesey, Grocer Aug2at4 (rypt chmbra, Eastgate 


Newton, Cuarvies Henry, 


row, 

Bicuarpson, Frances, Sheffield, Tobacoonist Aug 2 at 12 
Off , Figtree In, Sheftiel 4 

Boxzson, Rosenr, Gainford, mr Dariington Aug 7 at 3 
Off Rec, 8. Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Sarr, Food Salford, Lancs, Merchant Aug 2 at 2.30 
Off Byrom st. Manchester 

SoorcueR, Ernest, Hanley, Grocer Aug 2 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, Newcast e uncer Lyme 

SaanP, JOSEPH yy Morley, Commerci«l Traveller Aug 
2at 11.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Sura, oe oy Sheffield, Grocer Aug 2 at 12.30 Off Rec, 


<, Beckenham, Dostor Aug 2 at 12.80 24, 
Railway app. London Bridge 


Taomas, Hucn Suapracu, Lianerchymedd, Anglesey, 
Draper Aug 2 at 3 ny ea Eastgate row, Chester 
Tuourson, James, Barnard Castle, Durham, In 


Aug 2at12 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Torner, GroRGE Ricnarp. Newcastle under Lyme, Out- 
fitter Aug2ati2 Off Rec Newcastle under Lyme 
Tonner, Roser, Sheffield, Cattle Dealer Aug2at1 Off 
Rec, Fig tree ln, sheffield 
‘ADJUDICATIONS. 

Arrack, Joun Cuartes James, Armiey, Leeds, Compositor 
Leeds Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Avstin, Tuomas Mant:y, Leeds, Uhimney Repairer Leeds 
Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

Bautzy, WILiiAM, Bengerferd, Berks, Cycle Manufacturer 
Newbury Pet June 29 Ord July 20 

Beis, James, Gt 5-4 ® Fish Merchant Gt Grimsby 
Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

Benson, WiLu1AM Nic mom oe North Ormesby, Yorks, Inn- 
keeper Middlesborough Pet July 2 Ord July 23 

BextsrorD, Hueco Wue.Er, Beaumont crescent, West 
Kensington High Court Pet May 25 Ord July 22 

Buvype.t, SrerHen, and ALrRep THomas Coapon, otherwire 
Ricnargp CHEsTER, Manchester av, Aldersgate st, 
— Agents High Court Pet May 25 Ord 

cael GroraE, pemley, House Painter Burnley Pet 
July 19 Ord July 24 

Beooxs, WittrAM, Stapenhill Derbys, Collier Burtgn on 
Trent Pet July e Ora July 24 

Hungerford, Berks, 
Newb = ! Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

— LEWELLYN Lyons, Northiam, Suseex, Tailor 

Hastings Pet July8 Ord ‘Tuly 24 
, boy Les, Hanwell Brentford Pet May 9 Ord 


oman, Cuaries Leonarp, Rochford, Essex, Butcher 
Chelmsford Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

Ginsox, CHARLES Wii11AM, Beeston, Notts, Lace Dealer’s 
Assistant Nottingham Pet July 24 Ord July 264 

Gu, Perer, Northwich, Pork Butcher Crewe Pet July 

aon oe w - 

ENWOOD, GEORGE ILLIAM ton, Yorks, Grocer 
Bradford Pet July 23. Ord July 23” Hy 
Hui, Roserr Henry, Dalston, "Chair Manufacturer 

Court Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
Hixvs, Epwarp Cotton, Kingston on Thames, Tailor 
R coe, Geter pet 4 Ord July 
UMPBRIES, Enocu, Plymou couse A c Pl th 
Pet July 23 se Ben — 
wi ED aon, Builder Ne 
Mon Pet July 28 Ord Jul = — 
Lypiarr, Joun, Leigh, Lancs, Boot Dealer Bolton Pet 
Medan’, oe Gr iby, Boo 
ALL, Josern, Gt Grime t Dealer Gt Grimab 
Pet July 23 Ord Jwy 23°" nibs 


Brows, Henry, Provision Dealer 


Hontiey, NK. 


RSTON, GEORGE, —— Police Constable Walsall Pet 
July 19 Ord July 19 
18, Samue, Wain, If Essex, Coal Merchant 


ord, 
ford Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
oa, Wits oom p, Wimbledon High Court Pet 
Uct 31 Ord July 22 
Heroes, Joun, Cardiff, Chemist Cardiff Pet July4 Ond 
y 
Newrox, Cuanixs Haney, Warrington, 
Werriogton Pet July 22° Ord July 22 
Perrier, UE, and Joan Gamety Taytor Inverness ter, 
Bayswater Highourt Pet Mays8 Ord July 20 
Postix, Witiiam, N ash, Beer Retailer Norwich Pet 
July 28 Ord July 23 


Confectioner 


Parks Freperick Evetyx, Porchester #q mews 
ington, Horse Dealer High Court Pet July 24 
Ord Juiy 24 


Ucvzr, Gorrizen, Wood Green, Commercial 
Traveller Edmonton Pet July 23 Ord July 28 
bien Freperick, New North rd, Hoxton, Fancy 
aker High Court Pet July 24 Ord July mA 
Seorr, ALynep Tuomas, Lydd, Kent, Jeweller Hastings 
ge Toad Tuosan odgate Leicester, Shoemaker 
Dp, Joun Tuomas, Wo ic 0e: 
Leicester Pet July 23 Ora July 93 
Surx, Tuomas Gites, Cheltenham, ‘ioseee Cheltenham 
Pet June 25 Ord July ay 
OHN MITCHELMOR vonport, Builder Pl, 
Pet July 22 Ord Jul 7 a3 mn 
oie. Josgru Moser. Malton, Yorke, Confectioner 
Scarborough Pet July 22 Ord July 22 








Sree. EB. Soe. Licensed Victualler Swindon 
Pet March 12 July 22 
a joa Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet July 23 


Torr, Wansenr Marty, Shirley, nr nm, Butcher 
Salisbory Pet June 22 Ord Jul 
Warp, Witiiam Supesen, tam 4 Gewese Leeds Pet 
July 28 A Jul 
UD. GATION ANNULLED. 
Warwick, p. uR CHARLES, Hants, Ironmonger 
rtsmouth Adjud Jan 10,1896 Annul a ll 
London Gazette. my July 3). 
RECEIVING O 
Awes, Wiiiiam, Ashford. Kent, ‘Wine aaurs 
‘Trav terbury Pet July 26 Ord July 
Brarpakk, ———— Kingston upon Hull, Master Satie 
gston upon Hull Pet July 26 Ord July 26 
Beynon, Jounn, Neath, Glam, General Dealer Neath Pet 
uly 27 Ord July 27 
Burier, Joserx Epwix, Oldham, Batcher Oldham Pet 
July 26 Ord July 26 


Davies, ee EER AUGUSTINE, ry upon _ 
Kingstos upon — Pet Ji Ord Jut 
Davina Baas Golborne, Lancs, » Contestioner B&B 4 


iy 25 Ord July 25 

DeRsysHirE, ALFRED, Bamber bes] nor Preston, Painter 
Preston Pet July 17 bg be 

Dovatas, James, Castle st. Long Acre, Carman High 
Court Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

Epwarps. Freperick Grorce Neson, oe 
Stationer Lincoln Pet July 25 Ord Jul 

Fenwick, Epwiy, Princes st, over sq, Tfailor High 
Court Pet June 24 Ord July 26 

Fiercagr, Wruriam Buackxrorp, Sheffield. Provision 
Dealer Shetfield Pet July.23 Ord July 23 

Forster, WALTER Gru1, Lowestoft, Auctioneer Norwich 
Pet July 11 Ord July 26 

Hereford, Shopfitter Hereford Pet 
uly 27 Ord July 27 

Hooxer, Srayuey, Oxford st High Court Pet July 4 
Ord July 26 

Jones, Gzorce James, ed nae Wilts, Confectioner 
Bath Pet July 23 Ord 


KyEEbONE, JOSEPH rot Cornwall, ‘Watchmaker 
Truro Pet jae 25 Ord July 25 

MAnpeER, ba IDGE, Endumioa rd, Brixton High 
Court Ord July 26 


Puitrort, Mee. ng ts York pl, Baker st, Financial 
Agent High Court Pet July 25 Ord July 25 n 


Prayer, Wituiam, Bristol, Woollen Merchant 
Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

Popp.eTon, THomAs, Hareshills, Leeds York Pet Ju y 25 
Ord July 25 

Paitcuert, WaLter 8awpon, Woodford. Essex, Stationer 
High Court PetJuly 27 Ord July 27 

Ranp. James Horatio. Baildon, Otley im Provision 

Merchant Leeds Pet July8 Ord July 24 
Sane EY, Henry Cuarves,8windon, Tobacconist Swindon 


Pet July 27 Ora July 27 
Sreer, ALFRED, aoa i Inventor Wandsworth Pet 
pMuND Wittiam Dennis, Old Swan, 


June 26 Ord Ju! 
eo yy Pet 
Laverpoo! a - uiacturers Liverpool 

July 26 Ord July 
Swanwick, Harry, West Bridgford, Notts, Box Manu- 


facturer Nottingham Pet July 25 Ord July 25 — 
Tuornton, James WILLIAM, Lg pe 
H d Pet July 24 Ord July 24 


Topp, Jamzs Humrureys, Cannon st, Advertising Agent 
High Court Pet July10 Ord July 25 
Cages, Witurans, 8 port, Brickmaker Stockport 
= f 27 Ord July 27 
haa notice substituted for o- puget in the 
L H Aston, “fy Rilo Birmingham 
Evi, Hymay, r 
Pet June 15 po OY ll 


Gs. 
Ames, Witiiam, Ashford, Kent, Wine Merchant's 
ma Aug 8 at 9.30 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canter- 


poe Taomas Martin, stools, oom Repairer Aug 
B. ad 4 wep ot ty urd idg wi A 
AXTER, WILLIAM ANDREWS, ur’ e, Worcester Aug 

12at12 Bankruptcy bi bidgs, Carey st 

Bravie, GrorcE om? Mount Pleasant, Earlsheaton 
Aug 8ati11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Bessincton, FREDERICK, Th > Shsndhoter, Cheese 
Factor’s Agent Aug7at3 Off Ree, Byrom st, Man- 


chest 
Bronte, Tom Evasxe Pripgavux, Amsrost Wuirkneap, 
and Ropgrr Oxiver, West ‘Hartlepool, Contractors 
Aug 8 at 2.30 Off Rec, 26, John st, Sunderland 
Broventon, Frepertck, Dayal Aug 9 


at 12.30 by 1, Berridge st, Le’ 
Cuusn, J 8, & Co. Cardiff, Budders woos ey at 3 117, 8t 
Mary st, Oardiff 


Cockritt, Cuarites Doueias, Orlando rd, ae. Tail 
Aug 7 at 11.80 24, Railway app, London cidge 
Coorer, = HARD, Oldbury, Worcester, Grocer Aug 7 at 

12 174, Corporation st, Birmiogham 
Guia,” pe x Chepstow, Mou ate 9 at 1230 Off 
on 


Meaty A chmbrs, Newp: 
Davixs, ERNEST Golborne, qa ectioner Aug 8 at 
3 Off ff Keo, Exch change st, Bo! 
ate, Envelope 


Devon, Henry CaAnes, i ety om, al 
Addresser Aug9at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Dew, Guy Atrrep Hayry, vuth, a Aug 9 

Off Rec, Westgate —— Newp rt, Mon 

Salterton Hotel Proprietor 
Aug 8 at 10,30 Off Rec, 13, Bedtord circus, Exeter 

Fieroner, Wiitiam Brackrorp, Sheffield, Provision 
Deater Aug7ati2 Off Reo, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

G W, Hungerford r Journalist Aug 8 at 12 
Baakruptoy bla Carey st 

Gingon, Cuartes Wiiiam, Beeston, Notts, Lace Dealer’s 
Assistant Aug Sat12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 


H G@eorce Ricuarp Hvupsox, Monk 
“Detham, Model Maker ‘Aug 6 at 3 Off Rac ao Jobe 
st, Sunderland 





Houmrnnies, Enocn, Plymouth, Grocer Aug 7 at 11 6, 
Hust Ma beni iey, Yorks, Innkeeper Aug 6 at 
ust, Marragw . 
1l Off Rec, 31, Manor eae row, Bradford 
JACKSON, Tuomas. onan StL feat Sarg Lewisham, Builder 
A Railway ap, London Bridge 
cy Aug 16 at 2.30 Off 
, Confectioner 


tan, ‘Pailor Aug 7 at 11 
Listes, James Grorce, , Yorks Aug 8 atiz Off 
Bank , Bu 


Lyprarr, Joux, Leigh, Boot Dealer Aug 7at3 Off Rec, 


st, 
sat JosrrH, Gt Grimsby. Boot Dealer Aug 7 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 16, Osborne et, Gt Grimsby 
MitcHarp, om Bourse, Weston Mare, Grocer 
Railway Victoria xt, 


Fy 12.15 George and 
Munpay, Joun, Cardiff, Chemist Aug 9at3 117, St Mary 
st, Cardiff 


Munn Frank, ALBERT Sraee aoe =~ Hasry 
Epcar Munn, Senate, 3B Boot Manu- 
facturers Aug 6 at 11 Of Rec, Bridges” Northamptoa 

Norrox, Rrrowiz Rosinsox, High 

dr Aug 7at12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 

e av 
Pansons. Gsorcs, Upton on Seven, Builder Aug7 at 


11.80 46, 
Paver, WILuiaM, ‘oollen Merchant Aug 14 at 
12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 


Porrieton, THomas, Harehills, Leeds Aug S8at1215 Off 
Rec. 28, Stonegate, York 
iLL1AM, Eardisland, Hereford, Labourer Aug 


Ra Tae, Honan’ Belliow, Ott Yorks, P, i 
ND, J AMES OBATIO, ey, or! rovisioa 
Merchant Aug7at12 Off Reo, 22 Park row, Leeds 
a L, gs Mon — Dealer Aug 9 at il 
ScHLETTE, \eseeoee" Groner Aucust Connap, Castle st 

East, Oxford st. ——— Aug 12 at ld 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Spear, Joan MitcHELMORE, aa, Deveupert, Builder Aug Sat 
11 6, Atheneum terr, 

Quuma Josrrn Henry, Malton, Yorks, Confectioner 


aug 7atil30 74, N 
Surton, IsaBELLA, Ashle Down, ‘Bristol, Grocer Aug 14 
45 Off Rec, 


Powkt1, 
7 at 


at 11. win at, 

Tayiorn, Joszrn, Pyriand ra, Canonbury, Art Smith 
Aug 8 at2.30 B 

Watton, James, Downham rd, , Glass Dealer 


Aug 12 at Carey st 
Wanpe’ Wiuiaw Anareie, Leeds, Groce Aug 7 at 1 
Uff Rec, 22, Park 


row, Leeds 

Watson, Henry Groncr, Filey, Yorks, Butcher Aug 7 
at 1i 74, Newborough, Scarborough 

Ones. Joun RicHarp, 


Aug 14 at ‘2 oseme 
Wits, eisam, ond JAMES “ey "Hooemery rd, Feckhaso, 
Corn Merchants Aug 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st : 
Woop, Guy H, — pe Aug 7 at 3 Station Hotel, 
Liandudno J 
Wooprorp, Goprarry, ——, Aug 9 at12 Off Reo, 1, 
Berridge st, Leicester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Amizs, A Wine Merchant's 
Trave Pet July 26 Ord July 26 
Beaepark, Josgpu, Kingston upon Hi Master 
K upon Hull Pet July 28 Ord July 28 
—~s Leow, _——, = Upholsterer Tredegar 


uly 11 Ord Ju 
Beynon, Jouy, Ni . General Dealer Neath and 


von Pet July 27 Ord July 27 


Wiuian, 


Baipezs, H Covutson, Marylebone, ee HM 
lavy High Court Pet May13 Ord J 
Burier, Josera powm, Uldham, Butcher Pet 
July 26 Urd Ju 
a ARTaU - sn, We Me [path Fitter West 
om 


cae WILiiaM dont Bret O Ccadestionse Bristol Pet 
July 18 Ord Jul 


Davigs, Cuusroruih | Avouee 
Tailor ll” Beg uly 7 a7 Ord ay 2 a 


Davigs, Basten ery Galborm, Ls 
July 25 Ord July 


Devos, Henry Ran bo Church row ~ Eavel pe 
Addresser High Court Pet July 6 July 26 

Doveras, Atrrep James, Cestle * Long Carman 

Court Pet July 26 Ord J 

Eowarps, Faspsxnick Gorge NeEtsox, ugh, 
Stetioner Liocoln Pet July25 OrdJuly® 

Fisrcuer, Witwtiam Btackrorp, Provision 

Pet Juy 33 Ord July 23 

Forster, Water Hitt, Lowestoft, Auctioneer Norwich 
Pet July 11 Ord July 

Fuiier, Faeverrck Grores, Colville sq, Bayswater, 
Finaccier High Court Pet Nov 12 Ord July 22 

Hatewoop, Jouy, Linacre, or ae Boot 

verpool Pet Jury 2 Ord July 36 

Hous, Ton j= pa rns, Shopfitter Hereford Pet July 


Hvuronmsox, Jeseru, = 


jewoastle on 
Newcastle on Pet July 12 Ord J 
Jackson, Tuomas SiLVERTHORNE, 
Greeawich Pet J , we .4 Ord Ji 
oe AS 5: oO ond Jae SS Count Pet June 
27 


Joxzs, Grosar an Wilts, Confectioner 
4 - al ~ bon 


KyEEBoNeE, dy Cornwall, Watchmaker 
me Mt. Se astent, hail Barnstaple Pet 
auc, SyDNBY, 
July * July 25 
—— _ Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet June 
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McDoveatt, - Wii™ yoy Kent, | Srzrcu, James L Vv General Dra; York Pet 
martes Ged | Sse ara Farge Geer Deer 


ia t Law Greenwich Pet May 28 . June 25 —_ 

TELL, M E f t Bradford Pet June 24 
Sassen, "Tomas Bipaz, oy rd, Bxixton High ® Odes a an, Agee ss 
Sronz, Samvgy, and Epmunp Witi1am Dennis, Old Swan, 


M ae eh ate 2 Li 1, Soft Soap Man | peo! 
ARCHANT, SaMUEL, wan, Liverpoo! - u- Soft Soap Manufacturers Live 1 Pet 
facturer Liverpool Pet June 15 Ord Jul y 25 July 26 Ord July 26 
Muxe2, Joun, Hanway st, Oxford st, Estate Agent High | Swanwick, Harry, West B ord, Notts, Box Manu- 

Court Pet March7 Ord July 24 facturer Nottingham Pet July25 Ord July 25 
Mrrcuarp, Epwin Bovrsz, Weston super Mare, Grocer | Seupeenes, James Witi1am, Huddersfield, Hot Water 

Bridgwater Pet July17 Ord July 25 Engineer Audderstield Pet July 24 Ord July 24 
Muyy, Frank, ALBERT a and Harry Epcar | | renee, Joun, Byker, Newcastle on Tyne, bourer 
Muwx, Kettering, Northampton, ‘Boot Manufacturers Newcastle on Tyne Pet July8 Ord July 23 
N pton Pet July 12. Ord. July 24 Turner, Grorce Ricnarp, Newcastle under Lyme, Out- 
Puitrotr, Cuartes Dawson, York pl, Baker st, ea fitter Hanley Pet July 13 Ord a Sey 24 

Agent High Court Pet July 2 Ord Jul y 25 | Ussworrs, Wintiam. Stock oe Brickmaker 

Stockport Pet July 27 nore Jul 
Cheltenham, Tosa 


Pripcocx, Grorcz ConstaBLE Hamitton, Sandmere rd. a | 
bam, Gentleman High Court Pet May 29 Ord J y | Waxkerietp, Matrozw ca, pale 
er Cheltenham it 1 ul 
Port ade Tuomas, Harehills, Leeds York Pet July 25 | : y hed 
PritcHett, Wa TER Sawpon, Woodford, , Renee, Stationer | | 


High Court Pet July27 Ord July 2 
Raxaty,_ Genes E Hexpmayn, Bristol, Btationer Bristol | MADAME at AUBERT Introduces Daily and 
16 Ord July 27 i! Resident English gat Foreign Governesses, Lady 
heume LEY, ¢ fll Cuaries Swindon, Tobacconist Swindon | Professors, Ch Companions, Lady 
Housekeepers, —— for British Isles, Continent, 


Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
Begs, & Newb: Or ay _ Boot Dealer Newport, Mon Africa, America, Asia, Australasia; Schools and Educa- 
Jul tional Homes Recommended.—141, Regent-street, w. 











June 17 





- EQUITY AND LAW 


LiFe ASSURANCE SOOITDTyY. 
ESTABLISHED 1844. 


Funds exceed £3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 
alterations, to 
SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’ S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 
- SHORTHAND AND ' TYPEWRITING. Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 
. 
TREADWELL & WRIGHT, —_ pLAS-YN-DINAS, 


L. of 8.W., N.U.T., 





33 CHANCERY LANE, W.C. Dinas aus a ace 
LEGAL AND GENERAL SHORTHAND WRITERS 7 
AND TYPISTS. For Gentlemen of the Upper 


Glasses only. 
Shooting—19,000 acres. Fishing—9 miles Salmon, 


ESTABLISHED 1845. 
The ow | Writers appointed by the Court in Public 
and Private Examinati 


ions under the 27 miles ut. 
Companies Acta. References— 
Legal and General Verbatim and Condensed Reporting. Dr. Go. Sav yon, 5 8, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
square, 


All kinds of Legal, Literary, and General ody ahem Copying. 
Competent Clerks for mergencies and 

Rooms and Clerks for service of Clients on aan premises, 
Country orders returned same day if required. 


SPECIAL NOTICE 10 CIGABENTE CONNOISSEURS, 


Dr. D. Ferrier, 84, Cavendish-square, London, 
For Prospectus, Terms, &c., apply to 
Or. WALKER, J.P., 
_ Dinas Mawddwy. 
TREATMENT OF OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME. 
RICKMANSWCRTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
. & D. HOGG, 
Medical Superintendent. 


THE INEBRIATES ACTS, 1 1879-99, & PRIVATELY. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 

For the Treatment and Care of Gentlemen suffering from 
Inebriety and Abuse of Drugs. Healthy employment and 
recreations : Workshops, poultry farm, gardening, cricket. 
tennis, billiards, &c. ine acres of Grounds. Electric light 
throughout. Terms pA 2} Guineas weekly. No Extras. 

Apply to Rasipext Mepicat SUPERINTENDENT. - 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME VOR LADIES. 


Medical ge J. og NEALE, M.B., 
M.B.C. 7 = os Principal: H. : Fig wali Assoc. Soc. 
Study o briety. Thirty years perience. ent 
and yy For terms and particulars 

apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 





&, , 

Cignrettes. 

———_ ied by the whole Legal Profession to be 
INEST CIGARETTE ever produced, 


=~ sa pi gn ” Cigarettes are carefully rolled by hand by 
most experienced Uigarette makers. The Tobacco is 
poe ——— blended vo suit the taste of the best con- 
noisseurs, and are sold in three different kinds : — 
SPECIAL EGYPTIAN pk ig amg A 1/9 for 25 ; 3/6 for 50; 
/ 
EGYPTIAN BLEND No. tg - ‘in 18; 2/9 for 50; 


STRAIGHT CUT VIRGINIA - 94. “for 20; 1/9 for 50; 
3/6 for 100. 





For Samples, post-free, apply to— 


FIELDCOVITCH & CO., 
71 & 72, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


L. 








JARTRIDGE*COOPER 


LAW STATIONERS. 















































PRINTERS. LITHOGRAPHERS. Fort 
B 
pe 
Suite 
rT ” THE 
THE “ ROYAL COURTS ” BRIEF CARRIER, 
Price 18/6. 
Nut Brown, Bag 5 Bide epee gueeciat pockets, Mor 
I llustrated Ca talogue Post Free. LEG 
191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, EE. 
SC 00L SHIP ‘CONWAY 
" FOR TRAINING coil 
To pared “OFFICERS 
IN MERCHANT STEAMERS., 
"Tac AAR 
BRAND & COS = 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS 
Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS : 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, Ge, 
Of all Chemists and Grocers. 
BAN SO TAURR LONDOR, Sw 
THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. ea 
EPPS’g§ = 
GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 
COCOA. = 





BREAKFAST — SUPPER. 
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